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Abstract
Juvenile offenders have numerous factors that contribute to their delinquency,
including family dysfunction, drug and alcohol abuse, negative peer influences, and
social cognitive development. One area of social cognitive development linked to
deviant behavior is attributional biases. Based on the prior research of Daley and
Onwuegbuzie (2004), the purpose of the present concurrent mixed methods study was
to explore the differences in the frequency of violence attribution errors among
juvenile delinquents; the extent that peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic
variables predict violence attribution errors among juveniles; and the differences in
the types of violence attribution errors between incarcerated (high-risk) and probation
(low-risk) juvenile delinquents.
The results indicated juvenile offenders made violence attribution errors more
than 50% of the time when evaluating the behavior of others, suggesting that the lowrisk offenders are at major risk of committing high-risk offenses in the future. The
results of the multiple regression analysis indicated that 5 variables (i.e., attitude
towards the violent acts of others, verbal victimization, attacks on property, social
relationships, and morals) statistically predicted the number of violence attribution
errors a youth made (F [21, 88] = 2.28,p = .004). Further, with regard to the typology
of reasons for violence attributions, the same 7 emergent themes were extracted for
all 3 offender samples: self-control, violation of rights, provocation, irresponsibility,
poor judgment, fate, and conflict resolution. Findings are discussed relative to the
literature on attributional bias and offender behavior.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Over the past decade a great deal of attention has been given to juvenile crime,
and more specifically, youth violence. The 2005 Children's Defense Fund reported that
gun violence was the second leading cause of death among children ages 10 to 19 in the
United States. In 2003, more than 17% of youth nationwide carried a weapon to school,
and more than 6% carried a gun (Centers for Disease Control [CDC], 2004). Of the
national juvenile arrests in 2003, more than 4,000 were for forcible rape, and more than
25,000 for robbery. Aggravated assault accounted for more than 61,000 of the 92,300
violent crimes reported (Snyder, Puzzanchera, & Kang, 2005). Furthermore, the number
of female juvenile arrests for violent felony offenses increased by 57% from 2004 to
2005 (Federal Bureau oflnvestigation, 2006).
In response to the increase in violence and aggression involving adolescents,
researchers have investigated the correlates and causes of factors that contribute to at-risk
behaviors (Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Goff & Goddard, 1999; Vold, Bernard, & Snipes,
1998). Numerous factors influence adolescent behaviors and contribute to the difficulty
inherent in establishing profiles of youth at-risk for intervention and prevention purposes.
The importance of early intervention in preventing the development of violent behavior is
well recognized (Dryfoos, 1990; Gullotta, Adams, & Montemayor, 1998; Waytowich &
Onwuegbuzie, 2007b). Subsequently, the early identification of at-risk factors and
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offender characteristics will assist programs in mitigating potential concurrent and
consecutive deviant behaviors by enabling the development of effective treatment
interventions (Hawkins et al., 2000). As school shootings dominate media headlines,
there continues to be a need for researchers to conduct studies to identify predictors of
youth violence that can help fotmulate violence prevention programs, practice, and
policies. By identifying those youth who exhibit modifiable indicators of meaningful
predictors or risk factors, appropriate treatment interventions at the right developmental
time may be effective in eliciting changes that will last (Gullotta et al., 1998).
There is particular interest in identifying and addressing mediating factors through
which risk may be transformed into behavior-for example, attitudes. The prevalence of
youth violence and the gap in research regarding youth's attitudes towards violence
(Nichols & Good, 2004) represent a significant social deficit that demands attention. This
necessitates further exploration both of factors associated with at-risk behaviors
(Herrenkohl, Hill, Chung, & Guo, 2003) and immutable antecedents of violent behavior,
as well as permeable correlates of violence predictor variables (Daley & Onwuegbuzie,
2002/2003).

Conceptual Framework
Numerous researchers have examined the role social cognitive factors play in the
precipitation of at-risk behaviors (Dodge, 1980; Dodge & Frame, 1982; Dodge &
Newman, 1981; Dodge, Price, Bachorowski, & Newman, 1990; Dodge & Tomlin, 1983;
Fondacaro & Heller, 1990). One social cognitive factor that has been examined is
attributions. In their 2004 study, Daley and Onwuegbuzie examined the role that
attributions play among male juvenile delinquents. More specifically, these researchers
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examined male juvenile delinquents' causal attributions for others' behaviors, and the
salient pieces of information utilized in arriving at their attributions (i.e., who is at fault in
a scenario where a juvenile responds aggressively to a taunting youth).
Although most research on violent behavior has primarily investigated physical
aggression (Fry & Gabriel, 1994), recent research has begun to suggest that subtler, nonphysical forms of behavior also might meet the criteria for aggression (Campbell, 2004;
Crick & Nelson, 2002; Mishna, 2003; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). Recent studies
indicate another form of victimization that plagues both males and females: peervictimization (Crick & Nelson; Mishna; Mynard & Joseph, 2000; Paquette &
Underwood). Crick and Nelson defined peer-victimization as relational and physical
victimization that occurs within a peer context. Although research on peer-victimization
can be traced back to the 1950's (Sullivan, 1953), much of this early research focused on
direct aggression, primarily, overt physical and verbal bullying (Olweus, 1997).
However, more recent research has explored other forms of aggression. Bjorkqvist (1994)
described "indirect" aggression as activities that exclude others from groups and
activities, getting someone in trouble with their friends, and spreading rumors and gossip.
Crick and Grotpeter (1996) described relational or social aggression, the damaging of
another's relationship, either directly or indirectly, with peers, friends, or romantic
partners, as a form of indirect aggression. Consequently, females have been found to
experience a higher degree of indirect or relational victimization (Chesney-Lind &
Sheldon, 2004). Egan and Petry (1998) indicated that the results of peer victimization,
primarily indirect victimization, are as harmful, if not more so, than is direct
victimization.
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In addition to violence attribution errors and peer-victimization, self-esteem is
theorized to play an impmiant role in the formation of at-risk behaviors (Paquette &
Underwood, 1999; Sutherland & Shepherd, 2002). Indeed, Mynard and Joseph (1997)
found aggressive behavior to be indicative of low self-esteem. Kochenderfer-Ladd (2003)
found that aggression predicts the emergence of victimization. Further, Mishna (2003)
documented that victimized children intemalize their distress resulting in low-selfesteem. Also, Campbell (2004) concluded that girls typically respond to indirect peervictimization with physical retaliation. Finally, Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2002/2003)
noted that violence attribution eiTors predict at-risk behaviors.
Theoretical Framework
Kelley's (1973) attribution theory and Daley and Onwuegbuzie's (1995,
2002/2003, 2004) research on violence attribution errors provide the theoretical
framework that drives the present study. Fmiher, research on peer-victimization and selfesteem (Olweus, 1993a, 1993b; Sutherland & Shepherd, 2002) will be examined as a
viable lens in which to view those factors whose interactions may contribute to at-risk
behaviors and violence. According to Kelley, attribution theory is concemed with the
cognitive processes that serve as justifications for the events that occur within an
individual's social and physical environment. In other words, attribution theory explains
how individuals answer questions beginning with "why" and the information they use in
justifying their explanations.
In their 1995 study, Daley and Onwuegbuzie found that as many as 80% of male
juvenile delinquents tended to make inaccurate causal attributions when explaining the
violent actions of others (i.e., violence attribution eiTors). Daley and Onwuegbuzie
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(2002/2003) further identified violence attribution as a potential antecedent for at-risk
behaviors, conceptualizing that juvenile delinquents make attribution errors as a negative
emotional response to a negative social interaction, which then act as a conduit that leads
to at-risk behaviors. Indeed, the results of several studies that have focused on aggressive
youth suggest that these children are more likely than non-aggressive youth to externalize
the causes of anti-social behaviors (Dodge, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984; Dodge &
Newman, 1981; Dodge & Tomlin, 1983). Consequently, for some youth, it is their social
interactions and their perceptions of these interactions that may lead to attribution errors.
Research regarding peer-victimization suggests that many youth who have been
repeatedly exposed to peer attacks may internalize problems and develop a cognitive
style that is characterized by helplessness and a feeling of no control over their lives
(Roth, Coles, & Heimberg, 2002). In addition, youth who receive no intervention from
classmates or school personnel may develop a sense of hopelessness, resulting in a
negative worldview and negative self-worth (Marciano & Kazdin, 1994). Further, several
researchers have found an association between peer-victimization and self-esteem
(Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Neary & Joseph, 1994; Peterson & Rigby, 1999,
Sutherland & Shepherd 2002). Negative thoughts about the self have been found to be
prevalent in victims of peer-victimization and could explain the elevated levels of
depression found in many victimized youth (Marciano & Kazdin, 1994). Thus, selfesteem and peer-victimization may play a role in the commission of violence attribution
errors.
Furthermore, despite a very different genesis of behavior, most research on
juveniles has been conducted primarily with male populations; subsequently, knowledge
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about female offending continues to be limited. However, the literature suggests that, for
the most part, these girls tend to offend as an ancillary result of their perceived
relationships, or were victims themselves before they became offenders (Lee, Yang, &
Hazard, 1998; Miller, Trapani, & Fejes-Mendoza, 1995). Research also suggests that the
rate of depression increases substantially during the adolescent years and that twice as
many girls than boys will internalize their disorders (Romana, Tremblay, Vitaro,
Zoccolillo, & Pagani, 2001 ), which may also contribute to attribution errors.
Although, as noted above, Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2002/2003, 2004) provided
evidence that violence attribution errors play an important role in predicting at-risk
behaviors, their studies only involved male offenders. Further, the intersection between
self-esteem and peer-victimization has yet to be explored as a tributary of violence
attribution errors. Thus, the aim of the present study was to expand upon Daley and
Onwuegbuzie's (2002/2003, 2004) studies by examining violence attribution errors and
their associations with peer-victimization and self-esteem.

Pwpose of the Study
Although substantial empirical research conducted on the criminological risk
factors relating to juvenile violence has focused on cause-and-effect relationships (Ball &
Connolly, 2000; Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Chesney-Lind, 2001; Chesney-Lind & Sheldon,
2004; Goff & Goddard, 1999; Herrenkohl et al., 2003; Hirschi, 1969; Vold et al., 1998),
few researchers have explored the "why and how questions" (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, &
Sutton, 2006, p. 69) necessary for understanding the belief systems of aggressive
adolescents and how they process information. Further, Newman, Ridenour, Newman,
and DeMarco (2003) identified nine goals involved in ascertaining a study's long-term
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aim. Thus, using Newman et al.'s (2003) methodological framework, the long-term goals
of this study were to (a) add to the knowledge base; (b) have a personal, social,
institutional, and/or organizational impact; and (c) understand complex phenomena.
Moreover, the objectives relevant to the quantitative and qualitative phases of the study
were (a) description, (b) explanation, and (c) prediction (Johnson & Christenson, 2004).
With this in mind, the purpose of the present concurrent mixed methods study was
(a) to assess the role that peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables
(e.g., age, race, gender) play in predicting violence attribution errors among juvenile
delinquents; (b) to assess the prevalence of violence attribution errors among male and
female delinquents; and (c) to explore the differences in the frequency and the types of
violence attribution errors of juvenile offenders who were incarcerated (higher-risk)
compared to juvenile offenders who were community-based (lower-risk).
This concurrent mixed method research design allowed for the data collected and
analyzed from the quantitative and qualitative phase to be analyzed separately and metainferences to be drawn from the integration of the inferences from the individual
quantitative and qualitative findings (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). Findings of
several studies have indicated that cognitive processes in aggressive children vary from
those of non-aggressive youth (Bandura, 1986; Dodge, 1980; Fondacaro & Heller, 1990);
therefore, it is important to explore the justifications that adolescents present as rationale
for their behaviors. The provision of open-ended questions allowed students to enhance
the meaningfulness of their responses on the closed-ended instruments. Collins et al.
(2006) provided what they termed as a rationale and purpose (RAP) model, which
provides a typology of reasons that are common among researchers who employ mixed
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methods designs. Two of these rationales, participant enrichment and significance

enhancement, also contribute to the justification of the current mixed methods design.
Participant enrichment pertains to a variety of ways identified to optimize the sample
using both quantitative and qualitative techniques. Significance enhancement refers to the
utilization of qualitative data to augment the results of quantitative data and the
utilization of quantitative data to augment the findings of qualitative data. With respect to
participant enrichment, prior to study commencement, I approached the clinical director
of the agency where I worked to solicit the review of documents of program youth who
comprised the primary study group (Group 1). I provided the clinical director with an
explanation of the research goals to maximize the completion rate of the necessary
surveys utilized by the agency. With respect to significance enhancement, I utilized a
research design that combined open-ended survey questions and quantitative analysis,
thereby enhancing the significance of the findings (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007a).
Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) identified five general purposes of mixedmethods studies. Further, with regard to significance enhancement, using Greene et al. 's
framework, the primary purposes for using a mixed methods design for the present study
were (a) complementarity (i.e., utilizing the results of one method to complement the
results of another method), (b) development (i.e., utilizing the results of one method to
provide additional information, thereby augmenting the results of another method), and
(c) expansion (i.e., increasing the depth of the study by providing varying methods to
address various study components). Figure 1 provides a visual representation of how the
RAP model was used in the present investigation.
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Figure 1. Visual representation of RAP model.
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Research Questions
Quantitative Research Questions
The following quantitative research questions were addressed in this study:
1. What are the differences in the frequency of violence attribution errors
between incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk) status offenders?
2. To what extent do peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables
(e.g., age, race, gender) predict violence attribution errors among low-risk
juvenile delinquents?
Qualitative Research Question
The following qualitative research question was addressed in this study:
What are the types of violence attribution errors made by incarcerated (highrisk) and probation (low-risk) juvenile status offenders?
Hypotheses
The following research hypotheses were tested in the quantitative phase of the
study:
1. There is a difference in the frequency of violence attribution errors between
incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk) status offenders.
2. Peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables will accurately
predict violence attribution errors among probation (low-risk) juvenile
delinquents.
Significance of the Study
This study's goal was to enhance the existing body of research on juvenile
violence in general and expand the body ofknowledge regarding violence attribution
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errors in particular. An impmtant implication of the proposed research is that it provides
additional understanding of at-risk behaviors among adolescents by examining the
interplay of peer victimization, self-esteem, and violence attribution errors. Furthermore,
the research is significant in providing evidence to substantiate effective program
interventions that promote attribution retraining targeting the antecedents of at-risk
behaviors while developing more adaptive responses that may be effective in
ameliorating future attribution responses (Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2002/2003). The
benefits of identifying differential pathways that contribute to delinquent behavior among
adolescents are immeasurable for the development of prevention and intervention
treatment modalities. Finally, this research will aid educational leaders in developing and
maintaining a school climate that positively influences children's cognitive, social, and
psychological development, thereby promoting a safe and learner centered environment.

Definition of Terms
Attribution themy. According to Heider (1958), attribution theory refers to how
individuals interpret situational events and how these events relate to their thinking and
behaviors. In other words, attribution theory assumes that individuals attempt to ascribe
reasons why people do what they do. Further, Weiner (1974) asserted that a three-stage
process underlies an attribution: (a) the behavior is perceived or observed by the person,
(b) then the person must believe that the behavior was intentionally performed, and (c)
then the person must determine whether the other person was forced to perform the
behavior (in which case the cause is attributed to the situation) or not (in which case the
cause is attributed to the other person).
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Violence attribution error. For the purpose of the present study, violence
attribution errors will be defined as those "errors that occur when an offender does not
blame the perpetrator of a violent act (e.g., rape) but instead blames either the victim or
the circumstance" (Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 6).

Peer-victimization. Peer-victimization, also defined as bullying, is a form of
aggression (both direct and indirect) where the perpetrator has a form of power (e.g.,
physical, emotional, and social) over the victim (Olweus, 1993b) and where the victim is
unable to defend himself or herself (Mishna, 2003).

Relational aggression. Relational aggression is defined as a socially manipulative
behavior aimed at intentionally harming others by damaging their peer relationships, selfesteem, and/or social status (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Harre & Lamb, 1983; Paquette &
Underwood, 1999).

Self-esteem. Sedikides and Gregg (2003) defined self-esteem as one's mental
perception of his or her qualities as intrinsically positive or negative to some degree. Selfesteem also has been defined as having a positive self-worth that can be measured by
self-report (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996) and having the ability to cope with life's
challenges while feeling worthy of happiness (Branden, 1969).

Juvenile delinquency. Juvenile delinquency is defined as any behavior committed
by a minor that violates a state's penal code (Regoli, Hewitt, & Delisi, 2008).

Delimitations of the Study
Because the aim of the research is to gain insight into the thought processes of a
specific population (i.e., juvenile offenders), a purposive, non-random sample was
utilized (Creswell, 2002) to select the primary study group. Consequently, this study was
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delimited by the researcher to include only those youth who were under the supervision
of the Department of Juvenile Justice and who were either in a community-based
program or incarcerated in a Depatiment of Juvenile Justice facility. All primary study
participants (Group 1) and comparison study participants (Groups 2 and 3) had been
arrested for either a misdemeanor or felony offense. The primary study participants
(Group 1) received a sanction of probation, and, thus, were allowed to remain in the
community. Therefore, members of Group 1 were considered low-risk offenders. The
comparison study participants (Groups 2 and 3) were incarcerated in a facility under the
supervision of the Department of Juvenile Justice making them high-risk offenders.
Youth who did not fall into the purposive sample were excluded from the study.
Limitations of the Study
There are several potential limitations to both the quantitative and qualitative
components of this study that needed to be examined. Although assessing the validity of
findings in mixed research is complex (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006), all research is
subject to weaknesses and thus all quantitative research findings contain threats to
internal and external validity and qualitative research findings contain threats to internal
and external credibility (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b ). Further, threats to internal and
external validity can occur during any of the three major stages (i.e., research design/data
collection, data analysis, data interpretation) of the research process (Onwuegbuzie,
2003). Threats to the internal and external validity of the quantitative component will first
be reviewed, followed by threats to legitimation (i.e., validity) of the qualitative
component.
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Limitations of Quantitative Phase
Threats to internal validity. Because the boundaries defining the sample of this
study are narrowly defined, there are several potential threats to intemal validity that give
cause for discussion. These threats include (a) instrumentation and (b) differential
selection of participants. Instrumentation refers to how accurate or useful the scores on an
instrument are in drawing inferences about the phenomena being studied (Creswell,
2002). Furthermore, the inability of instruments to generate outcome measures that bear
completely valid and reliable scores suggests that instrumentation always remains an
intemal validity threat in quantitative studies. However, steps were taken to ameliorate
threats to instrumentation (e.g., the instruments were read to the youth, open-ended
responses were used to allow for an assessment of understanding, instruments were
examined for readability ease). Moreover, because the participants selected for the study
represent a convenience sample, differential selection of participants or selection bias was
a threat to intemal validity (Onwuegbuzie, 2003). However, all available participants
were selected.

Threats to external validity. Primary threats to extemal validity that were
pertinent to this study include population validity, ecological validity, and temporal
validity. Comparative to the entire population of adolescents, and the delinquent
population specifically, population validity was a relevant threat in need of notation.
Population validity refers to the extent that the study findings are generalizable to the
entire population. Because the sample in the present study represented a convenience
sample, it is difficult to ascertain the representativeness to the general population.
Ecological validity refers to the extent that study findings can be generalized across

15
settings, conditions, variables, and contexts; whereas temporal validity refers to the extent
that study findings can be generalized across time (Onwuegbuzie, 2003). However, the
fact that this study replicates two previous studies conducted in two different states
allows the findings of the present study to be placed in a broader context.

Limitations of Qualitative Phase
Threats to legitimation. Threats to legitimation represent those threats that affect
the interpretation and trustworthiness of the qualitative findings (Johnson &
Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). The main threats to legitimation of
the qualitative component of this study included descriptive validity, theoretical validity,
and interpretational validity. Within the qualitative paradigm, descriptive validity (i.e.,
factual accuracy of the account as documented by the researcher), theoretical validity
(i.e., the degree to which a theoretical explanation developed from research findings fits
the data), and interpretive validity (i.e., the degree to which research participants' voices
are accurately understood by the researcher and described in the research report),
typically are viewed as an inextricable and unavoidable element of data collection
(Maxwell, 1992). Attempts were made to reduce threats to descriptive validity by crosschecking information. It was expected that theoretical and interpretive validity would be
enhanced by the utilization of the research literature on attributions, peer-victimization,
and self-esteem.

Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 introduced the study and
included the background, research problem, conceptual framework, research questions,
delimitations, and organization of the study. Chapter 2 contains a comprehensive review
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of the literature on violence, peer-victimization, and self-esteem and provides a
theoretical and conceptual framework for the study. Chapter 3 outlines the research
methodology of the study; including a discussion of the participants, the instruments,
research procedures, design, and data analysis. Chapter 4 provides an analysis of the data
and presentation of the findings. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the conclusions and
recommendations for future practice and implications based upon the findings.
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CHAPTER2
Literature Review

Overview
This chapter reviews pertinent literature regarding adolescent violence, including
related empirical studies surrounding peer-victimization, self-esteem, and violence. First,
a comprehensive review of juvenile violence and the differential pathways to delinquency
will be presented, along with the respective theoretical explanations. Second, the
theoretical framework driving this study will be defined and discussed. Third, the
literature on attribution theory, peer-victimization, and self-esteem will be reviewed.
Finally, the interplay among peer-victimization and self-esteem, and violence attribution
errors will be examined.

Overview ofDelinquency Research
Current Landscape of Youth Violence
Research shows that there are key indicators of risk that identify a youth to be on
a potential path to delinquency (Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Goff & Goddard, 1999; Vold et
al., 1998). Delinquency, youth violence, gangs, drug and alcohol abuse, early sexual
involvement, truancy and school underachievement, and other behavioral problems in
adolescents are causes for concern. Although juvenile crime sterns from a complex array
of causes (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004; Goff & Goddard; Herrenkohl et al., 2003;
Hirschi, 1969; Vold et al.; Welsh, Stokes, & Greene, 2000; Williams & McShane, 1993),
recent media attention surrounding gun violence in educational settings has magnified the
urgency to identify precipitating and correlating factors of youth violence.
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Extent ofyouth violence. Although actual violent crime statistics for juveniles
have decreased during recent years, youth violence rates remain alarmingly high (Snyder
& Sickmund, 1995). According to the Violent Crime Index Offenses Report, juvenile

violent crime has risen 67% from 1986 (Kumpfer, 1999). In addition, sensationalized
incidents such as those that occurred in Pearl, Mississippi; Jonesboro, Arkansas; West
Paducah, Kentucky; Littleton, Colorado; Red Lake, Minnesota; Richardson, Texas; and
most recently, Blacksburg, Virginia, have further given cause for concern regarding
profound changes in youth behaviors. Although these media-hyped events have
contributed to an inflated picture of youth violence, access to firearms, lack of youth
supervision, and a general increase in gun prevalence have led experts to predict a
substantial increase in gun violence with the growing youth population (Kumpfer).

Defining Juvenile Violence
Juvenile violence can be defined as any threatened or actual negative act, whether
emotional, physical, or sexual, that is intentionally inflicted by one or more individuals
under the age of 19 years against an individual, group, community, or oneself (Public
Health Agency of Canada, 2005). Although the FBI's Unifmm Crime Report, Violent
Crime Index, identifies homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and assault as criminal acts of
violence (Snyder et al., 2005), antisocial behaviors such as bullying, aggression, and
intimidation have become recognized as more subtle forms of violence and precursors to
more violent behaviors. Subsequently, with the exception of suicide, the term violence
encompasses a variety of unsolicited physical and non-physical behaviors directed at
harming one or more individuals. Therefore, juvenile violence can be classified into four
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categories: emotional, physical, sexual, and suicide (Waytowich & Onwuegbuzie,
2007b).

Forms ofYouth Violence
Emotional. Emotional violence is a form of non-violent aggression that is
generally defined within an interpersonal or social context characterized by power and
dominance (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Olweus, 1997). Moreover, emotional abuse is the
most common form of youth violence and used primarily to manipulate others' behaviors
(Crick & Nelson, 2002).
According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2004), more than
12% ofyouth ages 12-18 experience some form of non-violent aggression. Emotional
forms of violence typically manifest themselves in the form of verbal humiliation, threats
of physical violence against the individual or his/her property; stalking; displays of
jealousy and possessiveness; and sexist, racist, and homophobic verbal abuse. Although
physical forms of violence are the most notable, emotional forms of violence recently
have been identified as meeting the criteria for aggressive behavior (Kochenderfer-Ladd,
2003; Mishna, 2003).

Physical. Physical violence can be described as any purposeful, non-accidental
injury that is inflicted upon an individual with the intent to harm that may or may not
leave signs of physical trauma (Paquette & Underwood, 1999). Adolescents between the
ages of 12 and 17 are twice as likely as are adults to be victims of serious violent crimes
(Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics [FIFCFS], 2005). In 2003,
almost 13% of students nationwide were involved in a physical fight at school, and more
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than 5% of students missed one day or more of school for fear of physical violence
(Centers for Disease Control [CDC], 2004).
Moreover, in 2002, more than 896,000 children were victims of child abuse and
an estimated 1,400 deaths were a result of physical violence (Children's Bureau, 2004).
Although hitting, slapping, beating, burning, biting, and strangulation are examples of
direct fmms of physical abuse, the indirect forms of physical violence, such as adverse
mental health development and the propensity to perpetuate acts of violence, prevail
longer in many victims than do the physical scars (FIFCFS, 2005). Furthetmore,
physically abused children are more likely than are non-abused children to suffer from
neurological and neuropsychological impairments that contribute to cognitive and
behavioral difficulties (Children's Bureau).
Sexual. Sexual abuse is a fmm of violence that can be defined as any sexual

interaction initiated by an adult or a child with a child. These contacts may consist of
actual physical contact, such as any form of touching to forcible rape, or non-physical
contact, such as pornography or exhibitionism (Kurkjian & Scotti, 1989). Further, Artz
(1998) found that approximately 1 in 4 violent girls had been sexually abused compared
to 1 in 10 non-violent girls.
Whereas 9% of adolescents nationwide have been victims of forced sexual
intercourse (CDC, 2004), more than 71% of adolescents report sexual violence to be a big
concern for youth (Kaiser Family Foundation, 2003). According to Anderson (1999),
40% of girls in a study of 183 ninth through twelve graders had been sexually coerced.
Subsequently, this sexual coercion was found to be indicative ofhigh-risk behaviors,
such as truancy, problems at school, delinquency, and self-injury. A youth who has
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grown up in an abusive home where emotions were not discussed cannot appropriately
express emotion; consequently, alienation from peers ensues along with frustration from
the school environment resulting in the youth dropping out of school, and increasing the
risk of a criminal trajectory (Waytowich & Onwuegbuzie, 2007a).

Suicide. Suicide can be described as the deliberate taking of one's own life.
Although the overall rate of suicide has steadily declined since 1993, suicide remains the
third leading cause of death for young people aged 15 to 24 years, preceded only by
homicide and accidents. On average, 11 youth commit suicide daily in the United States
(Kochanek, Murphy, Anderson, & Scott, 2004).
Adolescents often experience stress, confusion, and depression from situations
occurring in their families, schools, and communities. Such feelings can overwhelm
young people and lead them to consider suicide as a "solution." Few schools and
communities have suicide prevention plans that include screening, referral, and crisis
intervention programs for youth (Waytowich & Onwuegbuzie, 2007a).

Etiology
There are many contributing factors that influence the type and extent of youth
violence. Risk factors are those causal conditions that increase the likelihood of negative
outcomes such as delinquency and violence (Kumpfer, 1999; Void et al., 1998). A
preponderance of the literature focuses on the effect that families, peers, schools, and
communities have on youth violence (Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Goff & Goddard, 1999;
Hawkins et al., 2000). Moreover, hereditary conditions, psychological imbalances, family
violence, social or environmental conditions, and parental drug and alcohol abuse are
common stressors that influence violent behaviors (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004).
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Additionally, common risk factors identified by numerous researchers include poor selfconcept, association with delinquent peers, drug use, physical and sexual abuse, poor
parenting, truancy, and poor educational performance (Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Goff &
Goddard, 1999; Vold et al., 1998). These stressors may have biological, psychological,
sociological, educational, and/or familial roots.

Theoretical perspectives. Many theorists have provided insights as to why these
risk factors support a natural tendency towards delinquency and violence. Social process
theories are grounded in the thought that the oriset of delinquency can be found in the
quality of a child's socialization. Gabriel Tarde's (1903) laws of imitation stated that
individuals learn through the association with others, and this learning is in propmiion to
the amount of contact they have with one another. Edwin Sutherland's (1947) theory of
differential association took this one step further and proposed that all behavior is
learned, and it is the interpretations that an individual derives from this interpersonal
interaction that propels one toward or repels one from criminal behavior. David Matza
(1964) described the impmiance of peer relationships and how these associations provide
the environment for the learning and reinforcement of beliefs and behaviors. Social
process theorists (e.g., Burgess & Akers, 1968; Sutherland, 1947) believe that even
children who grow up in disorganized communities can learn moral and legal rules if they
have caring parents, teachers, and friends. Therefore, as a child matures, the elements
with which the child has the strongest bonds will be the most influential on that child's
pattern of development. Travis Hirschi (1969) posited that the more attached and
committed a youth is to family, school, and a belief system, the more the youth depends
on them. Studies by Cassell (2001) demonstrated that the primary factors in successful
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high school learning and success in later life are belonging to a larger group (e.g., extracurricular activities) and personal development.
The other side of this "birds of a feather flock together" theoretical perspective is
that although delinquency may cause delinquent friends, delinquent friends do not cause
delinquency. According to Mead (1934), this is primarily due to the "meanings" a youth
perceives from these predominant definitions of delinquency. This symbolic interaction
defines both the self and others' perceptions through the process of communication or
symbols. It is because of these different definitions that individuals raised in similar
situations may act in different ways. Ultimately, whether individuals obey or violate the
law depends on how they define their situations.
Psychosocial correlates. Consistent with an ecological perspective, a juvenile's
environment can have a profound impact on adolescence. Environmental factors such as
crime, violence, and poverty detrimentally impact the development ofyouth (Void et al.,
1998). Research has indicated that children who experience poverty may also experience
depression, antisocial behavior, adolescent anxiety, and adolescent hyperactivity CAllenMeares & Fraser, 2004). Further, adolescence marks a period of physical and emotional
challenges that begin during the onset of puberty and continue through the teenage years.
This tumultuous period is associated with a peak in aggressive behavior. In addition to
physical growth, maturation, and sexual development, early adolescents are faced with
increasing cognitive and socio-emotional challenges within their familial, educational,
and social networks (Kirsh, 2003). Social problem-solving is a skill developed in
adolescents, and cognitive deficits in this arena are consistent with aggressive youth
(Delveaux, 2000). Further, youth who are unable to cope with these changes may
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intemalize their emotions resulting in depressive symptoms, which, in tum, increase the
likelihood of aggressive responses to misidentified provocation (Steinberg, 2001 ). These
social-information processing biases have been found in relationally aggressive youth
(Crick & Dodge, 1994), and several researchers have found that aggressive behavior may
be a result of differences in social cognitive skills (Dodge & Frame, 1982).
Gangs and violence. Gangs may be described as formal, non-linear organizational
structmes with a designated leader that operates within an established geographical
parameter and engages in delinquent activity (Flannery, Huff, & Manos, 1998). Although
there is not a uniform definition of a gang, there are standard criteria that differentiate a
gang from other non-delinquent adolescent social groups. According to the Highlights of
the 2002 National Gang Youth Survey (Egley & Major, 2004), an estimated 21,500
organized gangs were active in the United States, with more than 731,000 members. In
2003,21% of students aged 12 to18 years reported that street gangs were present at their
schools, whereas 31% of youth in urban schools reported gang presence (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2004). Gang membership has been associated with high-risk
behaviors, such as drugs, violence, and suicide attempts (Flannery et al.).
Control theories assume that delinquent acts result when an individual's bond to
society is weakened. Accordingly, if a youth is attached, committed, and bonded to a
value or institution, then the likelihood of the youth becoming delinquent decreases (Vold
et al., 1998). Therefore, youth who do not perceive themselves as being part of a cohesive
family unit or organization will find altemative attachments to fill that void and meet
their unmet needs, hence gang involvement. Subsequently, the peer relationship becomes
the surrogate family, providing a "safe" refuge to these youth (Flannery et al., 1998).
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Edwin Sutherland (1947) suggested that learning happens in settings with people who are
very close to the individual, and youth whose primary associations are with other youth
whose behavior is deviantly oriented will be conditioned to negative behaviors. Because
peer contacts become increasingly important during adolescence, researchers assert that
delinquency increases with age for youth who have delinquent peer associations.
Subsequently, adolescents whose friends engage in violent behaviors are more likely to
become de-sensitized to violence, thereby increasing their likelihood of violence
participation.
Drugs and violence. The level ofyouth violence in society can be viewed as an
indicator of youth's ability to control their behaviors. One of the leading causes of
mortality among adolescents is the increase in high-risk behaviors. In 2003, almost 75%
of youth nationwide reported having tried alcohol, and more than 40% reported having
tried marijuana. Furthermore, more than 28% reported having engaged in heavy alcohol
consumption, and more than 22% reported using marijuana on a regular basis (CDC,
2004).
Minorities and violence. Minority youth disproportionately experience a greater
degree of violent victimization and perpetration, with homicides being the leading cause
of death among African-American males and females between the ages of 15 and 24
years (Commission for the Prevention of Youth Violence, 2000). In 1997, minorities
represented just 24% of the juvenile population, but 67% ofthe juveniles incarcerated in
detention facilities (Commission for the Prevention ofYouth Violence). Furthermore, in
2003, African-American youth were more at risk than were White youth, and three times
as likely as were youth of other races to be victims of serious violent crime (FIFCFS,
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2005). Fingerhut, Ingram, and Feldman (1992) found that firearm death rates from 1979
to 1989 for Black youth 15 to 19 years old varied from 143.9 per 100,000 youth in core
areas of large cities to 48.2 in small metropolitan areas.

Females and violence. Female juvenile offenders represent a misunderstood and
understudied population within the juvenile justice system (Chesney-Lind, 2001 ). It is
important to understand the profile of female offenders in order to determine appropriate
interventions. According to the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs
(1999), violent female offenders represented 14% of all violent offenders, or 2.1 million
violent female offenders annually. Further, in a study of more than 17,000 middle school
youth, 1 female in 8 reported being victimized on a weekly basis (Dryfoos, 1990).
Victimized youth have an elevated risk of suicidal ideations, as well as engaging
themselves in aggressive behaviors (Chesney-Lind).
In addition, a growing body of empirical literature provides strong evidence of an
association between adolescent female sexual behavior, which may be a result of low
self-esteem (Chesney-Lind, 2001), and other high-risk behaviors, such as drug and
alcohol abuse and smoking (Bingham & Crockett, 1996; Brewster, Billy, & Grady, 1993;
Elliott & Morse, 1989; Jakobsen, Rise, Henrik, & Anderson, 1997; Lee et al., 1998;
Miller et al., 1995). Studies have indicated that as many as 64% of adolescent female
offenders have reported being sexually abused (Miller et al.). Subsequently, when these
girls feel angry, frightened, or unloved, they are more likely to strike inwardly by hurting
themselves with drugs, prostitution, starving, or mutilation (Chesney-Lind, 2001). The
prevalence of female violence, as well as the gap in research regarding youth's attitudes
towards violence (Nichols & Good, 2004), represents a significant social deficit that
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demands attention. This necessitates further exploration both of factors associated with
at-risk behaviors (Herrenkohl et al., 2003) and immutable antecedents of violent
behavior, as well as permeable correlates of violence (Daley & Onwuegbuzie,
2002/2003). The present study sought to enhance the body of knowledge that provides
information about the effects of peer victimization, self-esteem, and violence attribution
errors on female at-risk behaviors. Understanding how the detection of these attributes
can be incorporated into correctional practice ultimately will yield more effective
correctional interventions and treatments.
Violence in schools. Schools remain relatively safe environments for youth.

Nonetheless, these leaming arenas continue to be plagued by high incidences of youth
violence and aggressive behavior. The US Department of Education (1997) reported
188,000 fights or physical attacks not involving weapons in schools, 11,000 fights
involving weapons, and 4,000 incidents of sexual assault. Furthermore, in 1999-2000,
71% of public schools reported violent incidents (National Center for Educational
Statistics, 2004). These increases in rates of youth violence have made violence
prevention a top priority in schools. Additionally, the seriousness index of juvenile crime
makes protecting students and teachers increasingly more important. Consequently,
classroom management and violence prevention programs have become as much a focus
in the educational arena as the curricula (Edwards, 2001 ).
The role of principals and administrators is vital in the establishment of effective
discipline policies and a safe school climate (Farrell & Meyer, 1997). Research indicates
not only a correlation between school safety and the principal's leadership behavior
(Moore, 1998), but also between school violence and a school's organization and
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operational structure (Edwards, 2001 ). Although educators have little power in
ameliorating risk factors that contribute to youth violence (e.g., family dysfunction,
abuse, mental health disorders, socially disorganized neighborhoods), there is an
increased pressure on school counselors and psychologists to diagnose those students
who may have violent dispositions (Edwards). Principals and school counselors who
work closely together, coupled with effective and efficient interventions, increase the
potential for schools to maintain a violence-free, learner-centered environment (Murray,
1996).

Theoretical Framework
Historically, researchers have focused on the static risk factors that contribute to
adolescent violent behaviors such as biological (e.g., brain disorders), familial (e.g.,
single parent), and social (e.g., low socio-economic status) factors (Cohen, 1955; Glueck
& Glueck, 1950; Hirschi, 1969; Mead, 1934; Sutherland, 1947; Void et al., 1998).

Recently, more research is being conducted on the dynamic risk factors that contribute to
delinquency and adolescent violent behaviors (e.g., education, substance abuse, mental
health; Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 1995, 2001, 2002/2003, 2004;
Dodge, 1980; Dodge & Newman, 1981; Elliot & Morse, 1989; Estrada, 2001; Gavin,
1997; Hawkins et al., 2000; Sedikides & Gregg, 2003; Welsh et al., 2000). The status of
an adolescent's mental health, in addition to research on potential therapeutic
interventions that ameliorate psychological risk factors contributing to delinquent and
violent behavior has gained significant attention in the two past decades (Bandura, 1986;
Chesney-Lind, 2001; Goff & Goddard, 1999; Grills & Ollendick, 2002; Gullotta et al.,
1998; Kaplan, 1982; Roth et al., 2002; Shapiro, Baumeister, & Kessler, 1991).
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Specifically, research in the area of social cognitions has provided rationale for some
incidences of violent behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Crick & Nelson, 2002; Dodge &
Frame, 1982).
Crick and Dodge (1994) proposed an information-processing model that suggests
children respond to external stimuli following the processing of information through a
series of six steps. These steps are (a) encoding situational cues, (b) interpreting cues, (c)
clarifying the goal, (d) accessing possible responses, (e) choosing a response, and (f)
enacting the chosen behavior. Failure to process skillfully social cues increases the
possibility that this cognitive deficit will result in the misinterpretation of an event as
hostile, thereby resulting in an aggressive response. Indeed, Crick and Dodge have found
a link between hostile misattributions and aggressive behavior, and the likelihood that
hostile attributions will more likely be made by aggressive children as opposed to their
non-aggressive peers. Further, research indicates that differences in social cognitive skills
contribute to the differences in a child's aggressive response (Chandler, 1973). In other
words, the social cognitions of aggressive children are influenced by their level of
aggressive behavior. The research on social cognitions and, more specifically, attribution
theory forms the foundation for the proposed research.

Attribution Themy
According to Kelley (1973), attribution theory examines the information
individuals utilize in making justifications for events that occur within their social and
physical environments. Further, Kelley posited that the foundation of attribution theory is
the processes by which attributions are derived by informational input. In other words,
attribution theory refers to the perception or inference of cause of another person's
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behavior. Thus, attribution theory is the study of perceived causation (Kelley & Michela,
1980). Kelley suggested that individuals attribute causal inferences about events to either
the provocation of a target (i.e., stimulus), extenuating situations (i.e., circumstance), or
the disposition of the actor (i.e., person).
Inspired by Heider's (1958) broad model of social perception, two main strands of
research were generated. The first strand began with Jones and Davis (1965). These
researchers took Heider's idea a step further and focused on attribution as trait inferences
and developed a model of"correspondent inferences." These researchers believed that
people infer intentions from behavior, thus, from a behavior (e.g., he acted friendly) to a
corresponding trait (e.g., he is friendly).
Conversely, Kelley's strand of attribution research focused on causal
explanations. Kelley's covariation model (1967, 1971a, 1971b, 1973) theorized that
people make causal inferences to explain others' behaviors, and that these causes covmy
with the events in question. Kelley's model assumes that individual's break down causal
explanations into internal attributions (the actor) and external attributions (the situation)
and this dichotomy applies to all behaviors. Further, Kelley, along with other researchers
behind him (Cheng & Novick, 1992; Fiedler, Walther, & Nickel, 1999; Hewstone &
Jaspars, 1987), made two core claims: a) the causal concepts on which people rely when
fanning behavior explanations consist of an internal-external dichotomy, and b) the
cognitive process that underlies explanations is covariation analysis.
Malle and associates (Malle, 1999; Malle, Knabe, O'Laughlin, Pearce, & Nelson,
2000; Malle & Knabe, 2001) have criticized Kelley's attribution theory claiming there is
little empirical support for person-situation and covariation. Indeed, their primary
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criticism of classic attribution theory is that it must allow for explanations other than
person or situation and that there is no accounting for the psychological factors of the
individual (cf. Table 1).
Although there are many attribution theories, the common ideology is that
individuals interpret behavior by their perceptions of its cause, and these interpretations
provide the impetus for the individual's reactions to the behaviors (Kelley & Michela,
1980). Kelley and Michela suggested that individuals make a distinction between internal
and external causes. Further, causal attributions are presumed to play a pivotal role in
human behavior (Kelley & Michela).

Violence Attribution Errors
In their 1995 study, Daley and Onwuegbuzie found that as many as 80% of male
juvenile delinquents tended to make inaccurate causal attributions when explaining the
violent actions of others. Further, Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004) coined the term
"violence attributional errors" to define "enors that occur when an offender does not
blame the perpetrator of a violent act (e.g., rape) but instead blames either the victim or
the circumstance" (p. 551). Using a mixed methods analysis, the researchers found that
the juvenile offenders committed violence attributional enors approximately 53% of the
time. Further, in a similar study, Onwuegbuzie, Daley, and Waytowich (2008) also
documented that juvenile offenders committed violence attribution enors approximately
53% of the time. Moreover, Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2002/2003) documented that
violence attribution enors are antecedents to other at-risk behaviors. Based on their
findings, these researchers concluded that juvenile delinquents make attributional errors
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as a negative emotional response to a negative social interaction, which then acts as a
conduit that leads to at-risk behaviors.
Table 1
Summary of Select Articles Published (1958-2004) That Propose Various Theories of
Attribution Phenomena

Article

Approach to Social-Psychological Phenomena

Heider (1958)

Attribution research was inspired by Heider who argued that
individuals makes sense of the world by attributing behaviors
and events to their underlying causes. Heider's broad model
of social perception generated two strands of research:
attribution as trait inference and attribution as causal
explanation.

Jones and Davis (1965)

Jones and Davis took Heider's idea that people infer intention
from behavior a step further by developing a model of
correspondent inference from a given intentional behavior not
just to an intention, but a trait.

Kelley (1967, 1971a,
1971b, 1973)

Kelley's covariation model is an attribution theory in which
people make causal inferences to explain why people behave
in a certain way. People infer those causes that covary with
the event in question. Judgments are based on a simple
processing mle-people break down causes into internal
attributions and external attributions.

Hewstone & Jaspars (1987)
Cheng & Novick (1992)
Fiedler, Walther, & Nickel
(1999)

These authors, along with many others, made two core
claims: a) the causal concepts on which people rely when
forming behavior explanations consist of a dichotomy of
internal vs. external (person vs. situation) causes; b) the
cognitive process that underlies explanations is covariation
analysis.

Malle (1999)
Malle, Knobe, O'Laughlin,
Pearce, & Nelson (2000)
Malle & Knobe, (200 1)

These authors claim there is little empirical support for
person-situation and covariation, offering an alternative
theory folk-conceptual theory of explanation. Primary critique
of classic attribution theory is a) must allow for reasoning as
opposed to reducing to person and situation; b) no accounting
for psychological factors.
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Sykes and Matza (1957) posited that most juvenile delinquents hold similar
values, beliefs, and attitudes as law abiding juveniles and do not see themselves as
criminals; therefore, they utilize various techniques to justify or "neutralize" their actions.
These excuses allow the juveniles to suspend their commitment to conventional values
and temporarily free themselves to commit delinquent acts by rationalizing that the act
"is not really criminal." These researchers theorized that the following five "techniques
of neutralization" are used by individuals to justify their deviant behaviors: denial of
responsibility (e.g., "It wasn't my fault"), denial of injury (e.g., "They can afford it"),
denial of victims (e.g., "They had it coming to them"), condemn the condemners (e.g.,
"Everyone does it"), and appeal to higher loyalties (e.g., "I did it for the gang").
Denial of responsibility refers to those rationales where the delinquent believes
that he or she is the victim and that he or she was forced into the behavior (e.g., a
domestic battery); thus, it was not the fault of the youth. Denial of injury is the belief that
the act does no harm and that the victim can afford the loss or damage (e.g., a youth who
"borrows" his parent's car). Denial of victims rationalizes that the act is not wrong and
that the victim had it coming, or there was no victim (e.g., physical retaliation for
perceived mistreatment). The technique of condemning the condemners refers to the
belief that the condemners are hypocrites and the focus shifts from the behavior of the
delinquent to the motives and actions of the condemners (e.g., police are corrupt; teachers
show favoritism). Finally, the appeal towards higher loyalties refers to the relinquishment
of adherence to the demands of a larger society to those demands of a smaller group (e.g.,
siblings, gangs), allowing a youth to "help a friend" without personally feeling like a
deviant. Subsequently, youth who, for the most part, subscribe to the norms of society
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and who do not view themselves as delinquent, are able to conduct delinquent acts
without internalizing the delinquent label. Thus, youth may commit violence attribution
errors due to "neutralizing" their behaviors.
Peer- Victimization

Peer-victimization, also referred to as bullying, is considered a serious problem
for adolescents (Mishna, 2003). Although "teasing" is a common occurrence within the
interactions oftoday's youth (Shapiro et al., 1991), excessive forms ofteasing deviate
from normal youth experiences (Olweus, 1993a). The intensity of the "teasing" or
"rough-housing," the frequency, and more importantly, the perception of the individual
being "teased" are indicators for determining when normal adolescent behaviors become
excessive and victimizing (Roberts & Marotti, 2000). Although there are many terms
used to describe peer-victimization (e.g., teasing, bullying, provoking), they often have
varying connotations. Olweus (1991, 1993a) provided an accepted definition of peervictimization as the repeated exposure to negative actions from at least one other person
over a period of time with an imbalance of power between the victim and the assailant.
Negative actions that define peer-victimization range from overt physical
aggressions (e.g., hitting, kicking, yelling; Mishna, 2003) to indirect relational attacks
(e.g., spreading rumors, damaging relationships; Bjorkqvist, 1994; Campbell, 2004; Crick
& Grotpeter, 1996; Crick & Nelson, 2002; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). Further,

children who have experienced peer-victimization may be at-risk for social-psychological
maladaptive behaviors (Crick & Nelson) that may manifest themselves internally in the
forms of depression (Craig, 1998; Grills & Ollendick, 2002), anxiety (Crick &
Grotpeter), and suicide ideations (Olweus, 1991); and externally in the form of
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delinquency and violence (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997). Although there are mixed
findings regarding the rates of victimization for males and females (Crick & Grotpeter),
many researchers are in agreement that males experience more overt acts of victimization
whereas females experience more covert acts of aggression (Bjorkqvist; Campbell;
Chesney-Lind, 2001; Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004; Crick & Grotpeter; Crick &
Nelson; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2003; Mishna; Olweus, 1991; Paquette & Underwood). The
subsequent ability of youth to cope with victimization may ultimately impact their levels
of self-worth, leading to symptoms of depression and anxiety (Craig).
Crick and Nelson (2002) examined peer victimization in the context of
friendships by surveying 496 children in Grades 3 through 6. These researchers found
significant gender differences in that boys were physically victimized by friends more
than were girls, and girls were relationally victimized by friends more than were boys.
Social anxiety, social avoidance, loneliness, and externalizing difficulties were
statistically significantly associated with peer-victimization. These results are consistent
with the association between peer-victimization and low self-esteem found by many other
researchers (Crick & Nelson; Grills & Ollendick, 2002; Mynard & Joseph, 1997;
Paquette & Underwood, 1999; Peterson & Rigby, 1999).

Self-Esteem
A substantial body of literature relates self-esteem to numerous behaviors
(American Psychiatric Association, 1994; Baumeister, 1993; Beidel, 1991; Leung & Lau,
1989; Marsh & Richards, 1986; Sutherland & Shepherd, 2002). Although self-concept is
multifaceted, low self-esteem in particular has been identified as one of the personality
variables linked with depression (American Psychiatric Association), anxiety (Beidel),
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delinquency (Kaplan, 1982), and violence and aggression (Sutherland & Shepherd). In
their 2002 study on lack of self-esteem and violence, Sutherland and Shepherd found that
25.1% of youth (n

= 13,970) had medium to low self-esteem. Further, the results of a

binary logistic regression model for fighting indicated low self-esteem to be a strong and
statistically significant predictor of violence. Specifically, those youth with low selfesteem were 3.3 times more likely to engage in violent episodes than were youth who did
not have low self-esteem.
Paquette and Underwood (1999) examined the relationship between social
aggression and self-esteem in 76 seventh- and eighth-grade students between the ages of
11 and 14. These researchers found that although boys report being victimized more
directly than do girls, relational aggression affects girls more than boys. Furthermore, a
negative correlation was found with social aggression in relationship to the girls' selfimage.
Althoug? much research on self-esteem has assumed that bullies acted violently
towards others because they suffer from low self-esteem (Baumeister, 1993; KochenderLadd, 2003), other research suggests that bullying behavior is a result of unearned high
self-esteem (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger & Vohs, 2003). Kaplan's (1978) general
theory of deviance model suggested that youth who are frustrated or rejected by their
school or family will seek affirmation from their peers. In other words, youth whose selfworth is not enhanced through normative culture may adopt positive reinforcement from
a deviant subculture. Conversely, the subsequent acceptance from a delinquent peer
group due to deviant behaviors may result in enhancing a youth's self-esteem.
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Research involving peer-victimization and self-esteem, on the surface, appears to
be bi-directional in nature, with some literature indicating that aggression is the result of
individuals who suffer from low self-esteem (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998), and other
research suggesting that low self-esteem is the result of victimization (Crick & Nelson,
2002; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). This posits the question regarding which came
first, the aggression or the low self-esteem? Consequently, children who are victimized or
suffering from low self-esteem may develop a cognitive style that is characterized by
thoughts of helplessness and hopelessness (Roth et al., 2002), it is feasible that their
ability to make accurate causal attributions regarding violent situations will be impaired.
The present study attempted to examine these variables in relation to youth who are
considered high risk or low risk as measured by their incarceration status. Specifically,
youth who are incarcerated as a result of a criminal offense were deemed high risk,
whereas youth remaining in the community in spite of a criminal offense were considered
to be at low risk to re-offend.
Summary
The increase in juvenile crime is one of the most critical issues facing society, and
more poignantly, adolescents. Exposure to violence, gangs, drugs and alcohol,
promiscuity, poverty, and single-parent homes are just some of the risk factors that
increase a youth's chance of becoming delinquent and engaging in violence. Although
several hypotheses exist regarding how and why adolescents become juvenile
delinquents, researchers agree that there are various pathways that lead adolescents
towards juvenile crime and violent behavior. The criminal justice literature identifies
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numerous theoretical perspectives that provide causal explanations for an adolescent's
propensity towards deviance.
Social process theories identify the quality of an adolescent's socialization as the
impetus towards delinquency and violence. Subsequently, a child leams from his or her
associations with family, friends, and community influences. Further, social control
theories suggest that the strength of these associations may either pull or push a child
towards positive or negative behaviors. Thus, if a youth has strong relationships and
positive interactions with their parents, then they are likely to adhere to the pro-social
family values set by the parents. Conversely, if the modeling of the family is that of antisocial behaviors, then the likelihood of a youth engaging in anti-social behaviors or
delinquency increases (Hawkins et al., 2000). Further, as deviant behaviors are leamed
(e.g., violence, drug use), the level of exposure to these behaviors contributes in
propelling a youth towards engaging in that behavior (Sutherland, 1947). In addition,
socialleaming theory indicates that children leam to behave by watching others;
therefore, children are likely to imitate the violence they witness in their environments
(Bandura, 1986). Witnessing violent acts and experiencing aggressive victimization are
examples of how a child may be exposed to violence.
Although sociological risk factors are noted to contribute to delinquency and
violence, psychological impairment and the status of an adolescent's mental health can
impede appropriate social skill development and the ability to negotiate interpersonal
conflict, resulting in an increase in a youth's propensity towards violence to solve
problems (Henenkohl et al., 2003). Indeed, it is the social cognitive processes that vary in
aggressive and non-aggressive youth (Dodge, 1980) that provide a basis for the present
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study. Social cognitions are the cognitive processes through which an individual finds
meaning or explains the behavior of themselves or others (Crick & Dodge, 1994), and an
individual's cognitive deficit may result in the misinterpretation of a situation, thereby
resulting in a hostile response.
More specifically, Kelley's (1973) attribution theory examined the information
that individuals use in explaining the behaviors of themselves or others. Further, Kelley
suggested that individuals attribute the provocation of a target, extenuating
circumstances, or the disposition of the actor as the causal inferences to these behaviors
or events. Violence attribution errors, a term coined by Onwuegbuzie and Daley (2004),
are errors an individual makes when attributing causation for a violent act-in other
words, when an individual blames an external cause for a violent act, versus blaming the
perpetrator of the violence. Examining the rationale adolescent delinquents provide for
various deviant events and to whom they attribute causation for such events will provide
a greater understanding into the phenomenon of juvenile violence. Subsequently, this
understanding should assist professionals in developing programs that target these
attribution errors that impede adolescents in acknowledging accountability for their
deviant actions and the deviance of others. In addition to attribution errors (Onwuegbuzie
& Daley, 2002/2003), peer-victimization (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997) and self-esteem

(Sutherland & Shepherd, 2002) have been linked to violent behaviors.
A growing body of research indicates that peer-victimization, both physical and
relational, and self-esteem are related significantly to at-risk behaviors (Crick &
Grotpeter, 1996; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). However, this research is somewhat
contradictory, with some studies indicating that low self-esteem is a result of being
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bullied (Crick & Nelson, 2002), and other research suggesting that bullies suffer from
low self-esteem (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). Regardless, adolescents who are bullied
or have low self-esteem may be at-risk for developing social-psychological maladaptive
behaviors (Crick & Nelson). Consequently, this may contribute to their inability to
attribute accurately the cause of a violent or deviant act. By understanding the role these
variables have in predicting attribution errors, intervention programs can be developed
that will target attribution retraining and encourage the promotion of restorative justice.
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CHAPTER3
Method

Overview
This chapter presents the research design and the procedures that were used to
examine the differences in the frequency of violence attribution errors among juvenile
delinquents, the extent that peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables
predict violence attribution enors among juveniles, and the differences in the types of
violence attribution errors between incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk)
juvenile delinquents. Further, this chapter describes on the selection of the study
participants, ethical considerations surrounding the study, instruments that were utilized,
data collection procedures, research designs underlying the study, and analytical
techniques that were used.

Participants
The present study examined archival data drawn from three sources. The primary
study participants (Group 1) represent data collected by a non-profit child serving agency
in the state of Florida that specializes in providing intervention services to delinquent
populations. The comparison study participants (Groups 2 and 3) represent data published
by Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004), and data collected, analyzed, and published by
Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008).
Although the present study involved purposive, non-random sampling, a twophase mixed methods sampling design also was employed. The first phase, which
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involves the primary study participants (Group 1), utilized a concurrent sampling design
with identical sampling for both the qualitative and quantitative components; whereby the
quantitative and qualitative data were collected at the same time from the same samples
(Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). The second phase, which includes the two comparison
samples (Groups 2 and 3), employed a concurrent sampling design with parallel sampling
(Onwuegbuzie & Collins), whereby the samples for the qualitative and quantitative
component represent the same general population (i.e., offenders), but were drawn from
different delinquency programs.

Primary study participants (Group 1). The primary study patiicipants represent
juvenile delinquents (n

=

165) who participated in two delinquency intervention programs

located in Florida during the 2005-2006 year and who were classified as low-risk offenders
and were on probation. The original data set involved 178 youth; however, participants with
missing data on any of the measures used in this study were not included in the analysis.
Thus, the final sample size for this study is 165 participants. The surveyed participants
ranged in age from 12 to 17 years, with females representing 27.5% of the population. An
a priori power analysis determined that a sample size of 165 would provide acceptable
statistical power (i.e., .80) for detecting a statistically significant multiple regression
model containing 21 predictor variables (i.e., 12 self-image variables, 4 peer
victimization variables, 2 attitude toward violence variables, 3 demographic variables)
with a medium effect size (R 2 = .15) at a 5% level of statistical significance (Erdfelder,
Faul, & Buchner, 1996).

Comparison study participants (Group 2). The first cohmi of comparison study
participants (Group 2) represents incarcerated male offenders (n = 82) aged 12 to18 years
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old previously studied by Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004). According to Daley and
Onwuegbuzie, this sample was drawn randomly from the population of juveniles
incarcerated at a juvenile correctional facility located in a large southeastern state and
represented approximately 15% of the total number of juveniles incarcerated. The
residential incarceration status implies a classification of higher risk. Further, 23.2% of
youth were White, and 76.8% were African-American.
Comparison study participants (Group 3). The second cohort of comparison study
participants (Group 3) represents male offenders (n

=

120), ranging in age from 12 to 18

years old. This sample represented all (100%) ofthe youth incarcerated at a juvenile
correctional facility located in a mid-southern state at that time (Onwuegbuzie et al.,
2008). Similar to comparison Group 2, the residential incarceration status implies a
classification of higher risk. The racial composition of this sample comprised 20.0%
White and 80.0% African-American.
Data Collection
The data analyzed represent archival data extracted from three sources. Data
pertaining to the primary study population (Group 1) were obtained from the case records
of juvenile delinquents who were participants in two juvenile intervention programs from
2005-2006. Data for the first comparison group (i.e., Group 2) represent those collected
by Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004). The second comparison group (i.e., Group 3)
represents data collected by Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008). The data collected from each
sample included demographic (e.g., age, ethnicity, gender) and survey information.
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Ethical Considerations
Prior to conducting the proposed study, permission to review the records of the
primmy study sample (Group 1) was requested from the child serving agency that held
the contracts for these delinquency intervention programs and where this author is
employed (see Appendix A). Permission to utilize data from the comparison study
samples (Groups 2 and 3) was not necessary because the findings of interest are a matter
of public record (i.e., publication and conference presentation). Further, permission to
conduct the study was obtained by the University of North Florida Institutional Review
Board (see Appendix B). Data were presented aggregately and no identifying information
was reported.
Instruments
The following four instruments were utilized in the quantitative pmiion of the
study: (a) Violence Attribution Scale (VAS; Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2004); (b) Attitudes
Towards Violence (ATVS; Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 1995); (c) Offer Self-Image
Questionnaire (OSIQ; Offer, Ostrov, Howard, & Dolan, 1992); (d) Multidimensional
Peer-Victimization Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000); and (e) Lifestyle, Attitudes, and
Perceptions Scale (LAPS; Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2001).
Violence Attribution Survey. The VAS is a 12-item questionnaire designed to
assess attributions made by youth for the violent behavior of others. Each item consists of
a vignette describing a situation resulting in a violent act, followed by three possible
attributions (i.e., person, stimulus, and circumstance). A response indicating "person"
attributes responsibility for the act to the perpetrator, a response indicating "stimulus"
attributes responsibility for the act to the victim, and a response of "circumstance"
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attributes responsibility for the act to the situation in general (e.g., no witnesses). The
questionnaire is presented in multiple-choice format followed by an open-ended question
allowing the youths to explain their rationales for choosing their responses. The vignettes
were constructed in such a way as to allow for the perceived plausibility of any one of the
three possible attributions. Attributing stimulus or circumstance to the violent act
represents a violence attribution error on the VAS; therefore, these two responses should
be combined and contrasted to responses that attribute the violent act to the person. That
is, responses representing extemal attributions (i.e., stimulus and circumstance) should be
compared to responses signifying dispositional attributions (i.e., person) such that
extemal attributions are given a score of 1 and dispositional attributions are given a score
ofO. Responses to the 12 items ofthe VAS are summed to produce an index ofviolence
attribution errors (range= 0-12), with high scores being indicative of persons who
commit a high proportion of attribution etrors. Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004) reported
VAS scores that yielded a classical theory alpha reliability coefficient of .71 (95%
confidence interval [CI] = .61, .79). The VAS was reviewed by secondary school teachers
and analyzed using Grammatik 5 (Reference Software Intemational, 1992) for
readability. The scale was found to be suitable for readers at a fifth-grade level. With
regard to construct-related validity, a factor analysis conducted by the authors yielded a
single factor, thereby justifying that total scale scores be used. Instrument developers
have reported local norms for the VAS to range from scores of 0 to 3 indicating a low
risk for violence attribution error commission, scores of 4 to 6 representing a moderate
risk for committing violence attribution errors, and scores from 7 to 12 indicating a high
risk for committing violence attribution errors.
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Attitudes Towards Violence Survey. The ATVS is a 16-item instrument designed to
assess juveniles' attitudes toward verbal, sexual, and physical acts of aggression in both
passive and active contexts (Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 1995). Each item consists of a
hypothetical situation, followed by 5-point Likert-type scales in which the juveniles are
asked to (a) assess the degree of violence of the act (i.e., 0 [not violent] to 4 [ve1y violent]),
and (b) report the frequency in which they would engage in similar behavior if they knew
they would not be punished (i.e., 0 [never] to 4 [always]). Therefore, the ATVS contains
two 16-item scales-attitudes toward the violent acts of others and attitudes toward one's
own violent act-with scores on each scale ranging from 0 to 64. High scores on the first
scale indicate non-tolerant attitudes toward the violent acts committed by others, whereas
high scores on the second scale indicate tolerant attitudes toward committing one's own
violent acts. Daley and Onwuegbuzie (1995) reported ATVS scores that yielded a
classical theory alpha reliability coefficient of .75 (95% confidence interval [CI] = .63,
.81 ). The ATVS was found to be suitable for readers at a fifth-grade level. With regard to
construct-related validity, a factor analysis conducted by the authors yielded a single
factor for each scale, thereby justifying that total scale scores be used.

Offer Self-Image Questionnaire. The Offer Self-Image Questionnaire (OSIQ) is a
130-item Likert-format instrument designed for adolescents to assess their levels of selfimage. The OSIQ contains 12 subscales that measure functioning across multiple aspects of
life, namely, impulse control, emotional tone, body image, social relationships, morals,
sexual attitudes, family relationships, mastery, vocational and educational goals, emotional
health, superior adjustment, and idealism. High scores on any of the subscales indicate
positive self-image. Normative data exist for delinquent adolescents. The alpha reliability
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coefficients were reported by the author to range from .45 to .84 for the various scale scores
(Offer, Ostrov, Howard, & Dolan, 1989).

Multidimensional Peer- Victimization Scale. The Multidimensional PeerVictimization Scale is a 16-item instrument designed to assess peer-victimization. Aspects
of victimization are measured through negative physical actions (e.g., punched, kicked),
negative verbal actions (e.g., made fun of me for some reason), social manipulation (e.g.,
tried to make my friends tum against me), and attacks on property (e.g., tried to break
something of mine). Each item is rated on a 3-point rating scale, ranging from 0 to 2 (i.e., 0
=not at all, 1 =once, 2 =more than once). This instrument contains four main factors based
on an obliquely rotated principal component analysis, namely, physical victimization, verbal
victimization, social manipulation, and attacks on property. Mynard and Joseph (2000)
reported score reliability coefficients (i.e., Cronbach's alpha) of .85 for physical
victimization, .7 5 for verbal victimization, .77 for social manipulation, and .73 for attacks on
property. Evidence of convergent validity was provided via the finding that victims of
bullying scored statistically significantly higher on each of the four subscales than did their
non-victimized counterparts.

Lifestyles, Attitudes, and Perceptions Scale. The LAPS is an 86-item questionnaire
consisting of a series of open- and closed-ended questions designed to examine attitudes and
perceptions regarding a variety oflife issues of adolescents. The LAPS examines several
domains, including drug use, sexual behavior, life expectancies, religiosity, and attitudes
towards women. In addition, the questionnaire contains relevant demographic information
(e.g., age, ethnicity, gender). Score reliability cannot be easily calculated for LAPS data
because the instrument contains open-ended items. Content-related validity was enhanced

48
by submitting the LAPS to a panel of experts for review and making all requested
modifications. The LAPS also was found to be suitable for readers at a fifth-grade level
(Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

Procedures
Procedures for the present study included examination of archival data of
participants in the primary study group (Group 1) and examination of published and
presented data of participants in the comparison study groups (Group 2 and Group 3). Data
from Group 1 participants involved review of responses from all five instruments (i.e., VAS,
ATVS, OSIQ, Multidimensional Peer-Victimization Scale, and LAPS). Data from
Groups 2 and 3 involved review of published and presented responses from the VAS and
the LAPS.

Research Design
Mixed methods research design. The current study utilized a fully mixed
concurrent equal status research design (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, in press). This design
involves mixing qualitative and quantitative research approaches within one or more or
across the following four components in a single research study: research objective, type
of data and operations, type of analysis, and type of inference. In this design, the
quantitative and qualitative phases are mixed or combined concurrently at one or more
stages or across the components. Both quantitative and qualitative elements are given
approximately equal weight (Leech & Onwuegbuzie). Further, a pragmatist perspective
provides the frame for utilizing an integrated research approach (Maxcy, 2003). Indeed,
pragmatists are committed to an epistemological framework that interrelates causality and
rationality; subsequently, it is the research question that drives the relevant methods

49

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Thus, by utilizing dual research approaches, the
researcher is afforded the opportunity to draw inferences from data findings that are
complementary-subsequently resulting in an expansion of understanding. In the present
study, the quantitative and qualitative approaches were mixed at data collection, data
analysis, and data interpretation stages of the research process using the same sample.
Also, both the quantitative and the qualitative phases were given approximately equal
weight, thereby yielding an equal status design (Leech & Onwuegbuzie).
Quantitative research design. Quantitative Research Question 1 (i.e., What are the
differences in the frequency ofviolence attribution errors of incarcerated [high-risk] and
probation [low-risk] status offenders?) was addressed using a causal-comparative (ex post
facto) research design. Causal-comparative research designs are appropriate when
comparing two or more different intact groups with respect to one or more dependent
(i.e., outcome) variables (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). For Research Question 1, the
dependent variable was the frequency of violence attribution errors, whereas the
independent variables were the status of the offenders (i.e., high-risk vs. low-risk).
Causal-comparative research studies do not identify cause-effect relationships, although
the design can provide direction for future experimental studies (Johnson, 2001).
The quantitative research design for Quantitative Research Question 2 (i.e., To
what extent do peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables [e.g., age,
race, sex] predict violence attribution errors among low-risk juvenile delinquents?) was
correlational. Correlational research designs are appropriate when describing and
measuring the degree of association or relationship between two or more variables
(Creswell, 2002).
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Qualitative research design. The research design for the qualitative research
question (i.e., What are the differences in the types of violence attribution errors of
incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk) status offenders?), represented a
phenomenological mode of inquiry. Phenomenological research designs are appropriate
for qualitative questions that explore the meaning of experiences and the study of social
acts (Creswell, 2007). Specifically, the research design represented social
phenomenology, which involves the study of social acts, and how people consciously
develop meaning out of social acts and interactions (Creswell).

Analysis
The analysis for the current mixed methods study built upon the prior research of
Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008), which involved using qualitative and quantitative dataanalytic techniques in a complementary manner (Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003). The
authors proposed seven stages in mixed methods data analysis, including: data reduction
(e.g., descriptive statistics for quantitative data; exploratory thematic analysis for
qualitative data); data display (e.g., tables, charts, graphs, diagrams); data transformation
(i.e., transforming qualitative data into numerical codes that can be analyzed statistically,
which is known as quantitizing; transforming quantitative data into forms that can be
analyzed qualitatively such as via formation of profiles, which is known as qualitizing;
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998); data correlation (correlating quantitative and qualitative
data); data consolidation (creating new data sets via combining quantitative and
qualitative data); data comparison (comparing data from the qualitative and quantitative
data sources); and data integration (integrating the data as a whole or into two separate
sets). Of the seven stages in Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie's model, the current research
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utilized six of the seven stages. Primarily, the analysis for the current mixed-methods
study utilized data reduction, data display, data transformation, data comparison, data
correlation, and data integration.
Quantitative Research Question 1. The analysis for Quantitative Research

Question 1 (i.e., What are the differences in the frequency of violence attribution errors
of incarcerated [high-risk] and probation [low-risk] status offenders?) encompassed two
stages. Because the VAS generates both quantitative and qualitative information
(multiple-choice responses coupled with open-ended explanatory responses), the first
stage (i.e., exploratory stage) of this analysis involved recoding the multiple-choice
responses (i.e., person, stimulus, and circumstance). Specifically, stimulus and
circumstance (extemal attributions) responses, which are indicative of violence
attribution errors, were assigned a score of 1, whereas person (dispositional) responses
were given a score ofO. The summation ofthe scores on the 12-item survey (range= 012) produced an index of violence attribution errors, with high scores indicating youth
who committed a high proportion of attribution enors. These scores were then used to
determine the youth's overall violence attribution enor rate.
The second stage involved using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare
the violence attribution rate among the three groups (i.e., primary study participants
[Group 1] vs. comparison study participants [Group 2] vs. comparison study participants
[Group 3]). A 5% level of statistical significance was utilized. A conected effect size
(i.e., w 2) would have been reported and interpreted if statistically significant differences
among the groups emerged. Also, post-hoc pairwise tests would have been utilized if the
omnibus ANOVA test was statistically significant to explore further the differences. An a
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priori power analysis determined that a total sample size of367 (i.e., n = 165 for Group 1,
11 =

82 for Group 2, and 11 = 120 for Group 3) would provide very high statistical power

(i.e., .99) for detecting a statistically significant difference among the three groups with a
medium effect size (a/ = .25) at a 5% level of statistical significance (Erdfelder et al.,
1996). Conversely, although conducting planned comparisons would allow for
independent sample sizes yielding high statistical power, the resulting trade off is an
increase in the potential for Type I error (Seaman & Hill, 1996). Indeed, either statistical
analysis (i.e., omnibus ANOVA test with subsequent post-hoc pairwise if the omnibus F
is statistically significant, or planned comparisons in lieu of the omnibus F test) is
appropriate. However, as noted by Keppel (1991, p. 111), with a statistically
nonsignificant omnibus F, "why analyze any further when the differences [among
treatment means] can be presumed to be chance differences?"

Quantitative Research Question 2. The analysis for Quantitative Research
Question 2 (i.e., To what extent do peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic
variables [e.g., age, race, sex] predict violence attribution errors among low-risk juvenile
delinquents?) was answered via a multiple regression analysis. In particular, an all

possible subsets (APS) multiple regression (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2003) was
employed to identify an optimal combination of independent variables (i.e., peervictimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables) that predict violence attribution
errors among low-risk juvenile delinquents. This data-analytic technique allows for some
or all of the independent variables to be examined singly, in pairs, trios, and so forth,
thereby allowing for identification of the optimal sub-set ofvariables (Onwuegbuzie &
Daniel). For this study, the criterion utilized is the maximum proportion of variance
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explained (R 2 ), which provides an important measure of effect size (Cohen, 1988).
Squared semi-partial colTelation coefficients represent the amount by which R 2 is reduced
if a particular independent variable is removed from the regression equation. That is,
squared semi-partial correlation coefficients express the unique contribution of each
independent variable as a proportion of the total variance of the dependent variable
(Cohen). Similarly, squared partial coiTelation coefficients represent the unique
contribution of each independent variable as a proportion of R 2 •
In the present study, squared partial coiTelation coefficients were used directly as
effect size estimates, as recommended by Cohen (1988). Using Cohen's criteria, the
following R 2 values were used to interpret the practical significance of the overall
multiple regression model: values between 2% and 12.99% suggest small effect sizes,
values between 13% and 25.99% indicate medium effect sizes, and values of26% and
greater suggest large effect sizes. These same criteria were used to assess whether the
proportion of variance explained by each independent variable represented a small,
medium, or large effect.
In interpreting the chosen multiple regression model, the following indices were
reported: the unstandardized regression coefficients and intercept, the standard etTor of
the unstandardized coefficients, the standardized regression coefficients, the structure
coefficients, the squared semi-partial colTelations, the squared partial coiTelation
coefficients, and the squared multiple correlation coefficient (R 2 ). In addition, the
following variables were used to assess the adequacy of the selected multiple regression
model: tolerance statistics, variance inflation factors, condition numbers, studentized
residuals generated from the model, DFBETAS (i.e., the number of estimated standard
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enors for each regression coefficient that the coefficient changes if the ith observation
were set aside), DFFITS (i.e., the number of estimated standard enors that the predicted
value changes if the ith point is removed from the data set, and COVRATIO (i.e., the
reduction in the estimated generalized variance of the coefficient over what would have
been produced without the ith data point) (Myers, 1986; Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2003;
Thompson & Borello, 1985). As noted earlier, an a priori power analysis determined that
a sample size of 168 would provide acceptable statistical power (i.e., .80) for detecting a
statistically significant multiple regression model containing 21 predictor variables with a
medium effect size (R 2 = .15) at a 5% level of significance (Erdfelder et al., 1996).
Specifically, a multiple regression analysis was used to identify the independent
variables that best predicted the number of violence attribution errors. In the multiple
regression analysis, the number of violence attribution errors served as the dependent
variable, whereas the independent variables comprised attitudes toward violence (i.e.,
attitudes toward the violent acts of others, attitude toward one's own violent act), level of
peer-victimization (i.e., physical victimization, verbal victimization, social manipulation,
and attacks on property), self-image (i.e., impulse control, emotional tone, body image,
social relationships, morals, sexual attitudes, family relationships, mastery, vocational and
educational goals, emotional health, superior adjustment, and idealism), and three
demographic variables (i.e., race, age, gender). As such, the multiple regression analysis
involved 21 independent variables.

Qualitative Research Question. The analysis for the qualitative research
question (What are the differences in the types of violence attribution enors of
incarcerated [high-risk] and probation [low-risk] status offenders?) involved a
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phenomenological mode of inquity to examine the explanations given by the youth for
their attributions (i.e., person, stimulus, and circumstance) (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).
An adaptation of Colaizzi's (1978) phenomenological analytic methodology was utilized
to identify themes relating to the students' attributional explanations. Specifically, the
following five-step procedure was used for the Group 1 members of the study. First, the
reasons offenders provided for each of their VAS responses were read in order to obtain
an overall picture. Second, these responses were unitized (Lincoln & Guba, 1985); that is,
each response was categorized. Third, from these units of information, a list of
nonrepetitive, nonoverlapping significant statements was obtained (i.e., horizonalization
of data), with each statement being given equal weight. Units were eliminated that
contained the same or similar statements, such that each unit cotTesponded to a unique
violence attribution reason. Fourth, meanings were formulated by identifying the
meaning of each significant statement (i.e., unit). Finally, using the method of constant
comparison (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), clusters of themes were aiTanged from the
aggregate formulated meanings, with each cluster containing units that appear similar in
content and meaning, such that each cluster yielded a distinct emergent theme. These
clusters of themes were compared and contrasted with the original descriptions in order
to validate them. This five-step method of analysis was used to identify themes relating to
the youth's reasons for their attributions.
Further, descriptive statistics were employed to analyze the prevalence rate of the
emergent themes (Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003). Indeed, each theme was quantitized
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) by providing, for each participant, a score of"1" for
themes that represent a reason cited for each of the 12 attributions made on the VAS.
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Themes that do not represent one of the reasons were assigned a score of"O." This
dichotomization led to the formation of an inter-respondent matrix (i.e., participant x
theme matrix; Onwuegbuzie, 2003; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003). Table 2 depicts an
example of the inter-respondent matrix. Table 3 shows an example how the frequency of
theme within a sample is conve1ied to a percentage (jiAequency effect size [Onwuegbuzie,
2003]) by calculating the frequency of each theme from the inter-respondent matrix and
converting the frequencies to percentages. These percentages represented the prevalence
rate of each theme.
Table 2

Example ofInter-Respondent Matrix Containing Seven Themes Used to Conduct Mixed
Methods Analysis
ID

Theme 1

001
002

0

003

0

165

0

Theme 2

Theme 3

0

1

Theme 4

Theme 5

0

Theme 6

0
0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

Theme 7

0

1

1

Note: If a study participant listed a characteristic that was eventually categorized under a particular theme,
then a score of" 1" would be given to the theme for the participant's response; a score of "0" would be
given otherwise.
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Table 3
Example ofHow to Use the Inter-Respondent Matrix to Compute Effect Sizes for Four
Participants

ID

Theme
1

Theme
2

001

1

0

002

0

003

0

004

Theme
3

Theme
4

%

Theme
5

Theme
6

Theme
7

Total

1

0

1

5

71.4

0

3

42.9

2

28.6

6

85.7

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

Tot
al

1

2

2

4

2

2

3

%

25.0

50.0

50.0

100.0

50.0

50.0

75.0

0

14

Theme 1 = Self-Control
Theme 2 = Violation of Rights
Theme 3 = Provocation
Theme 4 = Inesponsibility
Theme 5 = Poor Judgment
Theme 6 =Fate
Theme 7 = Conflict Resolution
Note: Frequency of theme within a sample is converted to a percentage by calculating the frequency of
each theme fi·om the inter-respondent matrix and converting the frequencies to percentages.

Finally, the analysis involved using inter-respondent matrices pertaining to the
three study groups to conduct a series of Fisher's exact tests that compared common
themes across these groups. Bonferroni's adjustment was used to maintain the overall
level of statistical significance at 5%. Cramer's V was employed to assess the effect size
of all statistically significant findings.

Summmy
Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the research implementation process.
As indicated by the figure, following the formation of the research questions, data
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collection began by examining survey information that includes both quantitative (i.e.,
multiple-choice responses) and qualitative (open-ended reasons for choosing their
responses) responses from both Group 1 (primary study group) and Groups 2 and 3
(comparison study groups). The open-ended responses of the survey questions allowed
for a deeper understanding of the quantitative responses; specifically, the results from the
qualitative data enhanced and expanded the quantitative results (Johnson &
Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Data analysis for each research question began upon collection of
all relevant survey data.
Analysis for the first research question began by computing the frequency of
violence attribution errors then comparing the differences across the three study groups
via an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA). The second research question measured the
relationship between violence attribution errors and peer-victimization, self-esteem, and
demographic variables via a multiple regression analysis. Analysis for the third research
question began by reviewing violence attribution responses and identifying common
themes. Next, the qualitative responses were converted into quantitative units (i.e.,
unitized [Lincoln & Guba, 1985]) so that each unit corresponded to an individual
violence attribution reason. Utilizing Fisher's exact tests, thematic responses were then
compared across the three study groups and correlated with the frequency of attribution
enors. Finally, the integration of the quantitative (violence attribution enor frequencies)
and qualitative (thematic responses) findings were integrated into the analysis.
Subsequently, the steps utilized in the mixed analysis process were data reduction, data
transformation, data comparison, data correlation, and data integration.

Figure 2. Research Implementation Process.
Research Questions

Data Collection

Group 2
Group 3
Quan + Qual
Quan + Qual
Comparison Study Participants

Group 1
Quan +Qual
Primary Study Participants
Data Analysis

Research Question 3
1.
2.
Research Question 2

Research Question 1

1.

Data Reduction
• Compute frequency
of violence
attribution errors
• Compare violence
attribution errors
across 3 groups
(ANOVA)

1.

Data Reduction
I
• Compute frequency of
violence attribution
errors
• Correlate violence
attribution errors with I
peer-victimization,
self-esteem, and
demographic variables I
(Multiple Regression)

I 3.

I 4.
I 5.

Data Reduction - Identify Themes
(Causal Comparison)
Data Transformation
• Convert qualitative responses to
quantitative units
Data Comparison
• Compare quantitative and
qualitative data
• Compare themes across the 3 groups
(Fisher's exact tests)
Data Correlation
• Relate thematic responses with the
frequency of attribution errors
Data Integration
• Integrate findings from Quant
(frequency) and Qual (thematic)
into the data analysis

VI

""
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CHAPTER4
Results

Overview
The purposes of the present study were to examine the differences in the
frequency of violence attribution etTors among high-risk and low-risk juvenile
delinquents, the extent that peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic
variables (e.g., age, sex, race) predict violence attribution errors among delinquents,
and the differences in the types of violence attribution etTors between incarcerated
(high-risk) and probation (low-risk) juvenile delinquents. This study utilized a mixed
methods research design, and all statistical analyses were executed using SPSS
version 16.0 for Windows.
Chapter 4 provides a summary of the data analysis process used by the
researcher in addressing the study's three research questions, beginning with a
description of the sample's characteristics. Each research question is addressed
sequentially. The first research question compared the differences in the frequency of
violence attribution etTors across the three study groups via an analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The second research question measured the relationship between violence
attribution elTors and peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables via
a multiple regression analysis. Analysis for the third research question used a
phenomenological mode of inquiry to examine the explanations given by youth for
their attributions and to identify themes relating to these explanations. Subsequent
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themes were quantitized (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) resulting in the formation of
an inter-respondent matrix (Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003). Fisher's exact tests were
conducted to compare thematic responses across the three study groups. Discussion of
the results will be offered in Chapter 5.

Descriptive Statistics
The present study examined archival data drawn from three sources. Group 1
(primary study participants) represented low-risk juvenile offenders (n

=

165) who

participated in community-based intervention programs as a sanction of their
probation. Group 2 (comparison study participants) represented high-risk juvenile
offenders (n = 82) incarcerated at a juvenile correctional facility in the southeast.
Finally, Group 3 (comparison study participants) represented high-risk juvenile
offenders (n = 120) incarcerated at a juvenile correctional facility in the mid-south.
Further examination of the demographic composition of Group 1 indicated that of the
165 participants, 119 (72.5%) were male and 46 (27.5%) were female. Whites
encompassed 51.2% ofthe population ofPrimary Study Group 1; 37.3% ofthe
population was African-American; 6.1% Hispanic; and 5.4% categorized as Other.
All youth in Comparison Groups 2 and 3 were male. The racial composition of the 82
participants in Comparison Group 2 consisted of23.2% White and 76.8% AfricanAmerican (Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) and the 120 participants in Comparison
Group 3 were 20.0% White and 80.0% African-American (Onwuegbuzie et al.,
2008). Table 4 presents demographic data for all three groups.
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Table 4
Ages and Ethnicity of Participants
Group

N

Age Range

M

SD

Group 1

165

12-17

14.60

1.05

Ethnicitya
AA
White Hisp_
37.3%
51.2% 6.1%

Group 2

82

12-18

15.46

1.28

76.8%

23.2%

Group 3

120

12-18

80.0%

20.0%

Note. Dashes indicate that data not available
a 5.4% in Group 1 categorized themselves as "Other"

Analysis and Findings

Following are the research questions, a discussion of the statistical analysis
procedures used, and the findings pertaining to these questions.
Quantitative Research Question 1

Quantitative Research Question 1 (i.e., What are the differences in the
frequency of violence attribution errors of incarcerated [high-risk] and probation
[low-risk] status offenders?) wasanalyzed in two stages. The Violence Attribution
Survey (VAS) generated both quantitative and qualitative information (multiplechoice responses enhanced by open-ended responses to allow the participants to
explain their rationales for their multiple-choice answer).
Stage 1. The first stage of this analysis involved recoding the multiple-choice

responses of the VAS (i.e., person, stimulus, and circumstance). Stimulus and
circumstance (extemal attributions) responses were indicative of violence attribution
errors and were assigned a score of"l." Conversely, person (dispositional) responses
were indicative of accountability-primarily, the assignation of blame to the
perpetrator of the act-and were given a score of"O." The scores were summed on
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the 12-item survey (range= 0-12) to produce an index of violence attribution enors,
with scores indicating the number of attribution errors. These scores were used to
determine the youth's violence attribution error rate, which served as a manifest effect

size (i.e., effect size petiaining to observable content; Onwuegbuzie, 2003). The error
rates of Group 1 were compared to rates rep01ied for Groups 2 and 3. Table 5
presents the number of violence attributional enors for the three groups. Although
females committed slightly fewer violence attribution enors than did their male
counterparts, as a whole, when comparing all three groups, juvenile delinquents made
violence attribution errors more than one half of the time when evaluating the
behavior of others. More poignantly, when comparing male attribution enor rates, on
average, male offenders committed violence attribution enors 53% ofthe time when
explaining the behavior of others.
A comparison of violence attribution errors by item across the three groups is
depicted in Table 6. Interestingly, when comparing violence attribution enor rates by
item among the three groups, percentages of youth in each group were similar, with
almost 70% of participants in all three groups committing violence attribution errors
for Items 2, 3, and 7.

Stage 2 The second stage of the analysis involved using an ANOVA to
compare the violence attribution rate among the three groups. To assess the internal
consistency reliability of VAS scores for Group 1, Cronbach' s coefficient alpha (a)
was used. Although there are numerous methods to assess internal consistency
reliability (e.g., internal consistency, test- retest), Cronbach' s coefficient alpha (a) is
most commonly used to assess internal consistency reliability due to its practicality in
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requiring a single measure one time (Spector, 1992) and its provision of reliability
estimates based on the average correlation among items within a test (Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994). A minimum coefficient alpha of .70 is recommended as an
acceptable level of internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978). Score reliability estimates
of the VAS were .70 (95% CI = 62, 77) for Group 1, .71 (95% CI = .61, .79) for
Group 2, and .70 (95% CI = .61, .77) for Group 3.
Table 5
Attribution Error Rates
Groups

Group 1
Male
Female
Group 2
Group 3

M
(%
6.10
(50.83)

95% Confidence Interval
%
2.64
5.69- 6.51
(22.00)
(47.42- 54.25)
SD

2.44
(20.33)
3.04
(25.33)
2.82
(23.50)
2.66
22.17

5.85- 6.76
(48.75- 56.33)
4.66- 6.49
(38.83 - 54.08)
5.72-6.88
(47.67- 57.33)
5.75- 6.74
47.92- 56.17

N

165
119
46
82
120

Note. Numbers in parenthesis represent percentages obtained by using the total number
of violence attribution errors as a divisor.

The assumptions of normality were checked by examining the skewness and
kurtosis coefficients. Violations of normality indicate that the statistical results of the
analysis may be biased or distorted (Hair, Anderson, Tathum, & Black, 1998). An
examination of the standardized kurtosis coefficient (1.47) suggested a mesokurtic, or
normal, distribution, indicating that the VAS scores were within the range of
normality (Myers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006; Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002). An
examination ofthe standardized skewness coefficient (1.11) also indicated the VAS
to be within the range of normality.
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Table 6
Attribution Error Frequencies
Groups

Attribution
Errors

Frequency

Percent

Group 1

Sample

165
<50%
>50%

67
98
165

37.60
55.10
100.00

<50%
>50%

32
50
82

39.02
60.98
100.00

Total
Group 2a

82

Total
Group 3b

120
<50%
>50%

Total

47
73
120

39.17
60.83
100.00
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a Daley, C. E., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Attributions toward violence of male juvenile
b

delinquents: A concurrent mixed methods analysis. Journal of Social Psychology, 144, 549-570.
Onwuegbuzie, A. J., Daley, C. E., & Waytowich, V. L. (2008). A mixed methods
investigation of male juvenile delinquents' attributions towards violence. Journal ofAt-Risk Issues, 14,
1-11.

The ANOVA yielded no statistically significant difference among the three
groups F (2, 358) = 0.19,p > .05. The closeness in error rates among the three groups
is further highlighted in Table 7 by the number who made 50% or more violence
attribution enors.
Quantitative Research Question 2

Quantitative Research Question 2 (i.e., To what extent do peer-victimization,
self-esteem, and demographic variables [e.g., age, race, sex] predict violence
attribution enors among low-risk juvenile delinquents?) was analyzed via a multiple
regression analysis. Score reliability was assessed for scores on the following
instruments: Attitudes Towards Violence (ATVS; Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 1995),
Multidimensional Peer-Victimization Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000), and the Offer
Self-Image Questionnaire (Offer et al., 1989) using Cronbach's coefficient alpha (a).
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Intemal consistency for the VAS scores pertaining to Group 1 (Cronbach's [alpha]=
.74) was reported previously. Table 8 depicts the score reliability for scores on the 4
MPVS subscales, the 12 Offer Self-Image Questionnaire subscales, and the 2 ATVS
scales for the current study.
Table 7

Violence Attribution Errors by Item

Vignette

Descriptor

1

John raped
Kim in dark
alley
Michael was
beat up by a
gang member
Tim was
mugged after
getting drunk
Paul beat up
Torn
Scott threatens
to shoot John
Ron hits Mia
Shaqpushed
Corey
Thomas hit
Latoya
John hit Mary
Latisha beat up
Chantelle
Tina's father
hit her
Calvin
assaulted a
man

2

3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11
12

Group 1
%Error
(n = 165)

Group 2a
%Error
(n = 82)

Group 3
%Error
(n = 120)

27.5

24.3

30.7

74.2

69.5

90.3

73.6

70.3

77.8

56.7

59.2

51.8

45.5

56.1

45.9

24.7
67.4

42.7
80.4

25.4
75.0

43.3

43.9

42.4

52.2
49.4

61.7
46.2

65.7
52.7

30.9

41.3

42.4

24.7

40.0

33.0

a Daley, C. E., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Attributions toward violence of male juvenile
delinquents: A concurrent mixed methods analysis. Journal of Social Psychology, 144, 549-570.
b Onwuegbuzie, A. J., Daley, C. E., & Waytowich, V. L. (2008). A mixed methods investigation of

male juvenile delinquents' attributions towards violence. Journal ofAt-Risk Issues, 14, 1-11.
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As previously discussed, the kurtosis and skewness coefficients for the VAS
scores are within the range of normality. Therefore, the use of a multiple regression
analysis was justified. An all possible subsets (APS) multiple regression analysis
(Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2003) was performed to identify an optimal combination of
variables (i.e., gender, age, race, attitudes toward violence, peer-victimization, selfesteem) that predicted violence attribution etTors among low-risk juvenile
delinquents. The multiple regression analysis involved only juvenile delinquents for
whom scores for all 21 measures were available. Youth with missing data on any of
Table 8

Score Reliability Estimates (and 95% Confidence Intervals) by scale and subscalefor
the ATVS, MPVS, and Offer Self-Image Questionnaire
Sub scale

ATVS:
Attitudes Toward the Violent Acts of
Others
Attitudes Toward One's Own Violent
Acts

Score Reliability
Estimate

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper

.80

.752

.842

.90

.876

.921

MPVS:
Physical Victimization
Verbal Victimization
Social Victimization
Attacks on Property

.80
.79
.77
.84

.744
.732
.706
.796

.845
.837
.822
.876

OSIQ:
Impulse Control
Emotional Tone
Body Image
Social Relationships
Morals
Sexual Attitudes
Family Relationships
Mastery
Vocational and Educational Goals
Emotional Health
Superior Adjustment
Idealism

.61
.54
.72
.62
.42
.53
.81
.63
.71
.70
.44
.22

.509
.423
.648
.522
.272
.410
.763
.535
.636
.625
.301
.013

.696
.641
.781
.704
.547
.633
.851
.712
.773
.765
.561
.395
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the five scales were not included. Subsequently, 110 juveniles were utilized for this
analysis. The length of the Offer Self-image Questionnaire and the order of the survey
administration (i.e., 130-item instrument administered last) may have contributed to
the inconsistent completion ofthe items. The results of the multiple regression
analysis are provided in Table 9. The table indicates the multiple regression model
was statistically significant (R 2 =.35; F [21, 88] = 2.29,p =.004). The 21 variables
combined explained 35.0% of the variance. Using Cohen's (1988) criteria, this
proportion of variance suggests a large effect size. A review of the standardized
regression coefficients and t-values indicated that the five variables that statistically
significantly predicted the number of violence attribution errors a youth made were
attitude towards the violent acts of others, negative verbal attacks, attacks on
property, social relationships, and morals.
Structure coefficients were examined to determine "the degree of relationship
of a predictor with the predicted values of the dependent variable" (Daniel &
Onwuegbuzie, 2001, p. 16). Using a cutoff correlation ofl0.3l (Lambert & Durand,
1975), an examination of the structure coefficients suggests that only two variables
(i.e., attitudes towards the violent acts of others, attitudes towards one's own
violence) made impmiant contributions to the independent variable set. Upon further
review, only one variable (i.e., attitudes towards the violent acts of other) maintained
consistently high standardized and structure coefficients. The multiple regression
results indicated the other variable (i.e., attitudes towards one's own violence) had a
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high structure coefficient compared to a relatively low standardized coefficient,
suggesting possible multicollinearity. Three variables had high standardized
Table 9

Multiple Regression Analysis for Predicting Violence Attribution Errors:
Unstandardized Coefficient, Standardized Coefficient, Structure Coefficient, and
t-Values
Subscale

Constant
ATVS:
Attitudes Toward the
Violent Acts of Others
Attitudes Toward One's
Own Violent Acts
MPVS:
Physical Victimization
Verbal Victimization
Social Victimization
Attacks on Property
OSIQ:
Impulse Control
Emotional Tone
Body Image
Social Relationships
Morals
Sexual Attitudes
Family Relationships
Mastery
Vocational and
Educational Goals
Emotional Health
Superior Adjustment
Idealism
Demographic:
Race (i.e., White vs.
African American)
Gender
Age
*p < .05
R 2 =35.0%, (F [21, 88]

=

Unstandardized
Coefficient
(Standard Error}
11.810 (4.070)

Standardized
Coefficient

Structure
Coefficient

-.078 (.023)

-.332*

-.407*

-3.330*

.320 (.021)

.155

.350*

1.540

t

m2
2.900*

-.137 (.136)
-.295 (.124)
-.071 (.134)
.406 (.129)

-.115
-.297
-.068
.388*

-.104
-.207
-.174
.164

-1.010
-2.370*
-.527
3.140*

-.058 (.046)
.004 (.056)
.050 (.050)
.142 (.057)
-.090 (.040)
-.034 (.036)
.010 (.019)
-.038 (.049)
.028 (.045)

-.172
.014
.161
.404
-.247
-.116
.068
-.121
.094

-.004
.186
.226
.252
-.221
.003
.135
.092
-.073

-1.270
.073
1.010
2.500*
-2.270*
-.940
.533
-.787
.618

.009 (.039)
-.065 (.046)
-.017 (.061)

.040
-.208
-.030

.147
-.002
.070

.239
-1.410
-.313

.375 (.218)

.158

.293

1.720

-.780 (.573)
.015 (2402

-.140
.006

-.208
-.137

-1.360
.062

2.29,p = .004).
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coefficients compared to relatively low structure coefficients (i.e., verbal
victimization, attacks on property, social relationships), indicating that these variables
may have acted as suppressor variables (Thompson & Borello, 1985).
Further, an examination of the studentized residuals generated from the model
(Myers, 1986) suggested that the assumptions of normality, linearity, and
homoscedasticity were met. Although 3 of the 110 cases who generated studentized
residuals greater than 2 were females, an independent sample t-test indicated that no
statistically significant differences between males and females in the size of the
studentized residuals (t [56.68]

=

.015,p > .05). Using the Bonfenoni adjustment,

none of the studentized residuals suggested that outliers were present.

Qualitative Research Question
The qualitative research question (i.e., What are the differences in the types of
violence attribution enors of incarcerated [high-risk] and probation [low-risk] status
offenders?), involved a phenomenological mode of inquiry to examine the reasons
delinquents in Group 1 provided for their attributions (i.e., person, stimulus, and
circumstance; Goetz & Lecompte, 1984) and then compare these reasons to those
reported for Groups 2 and 3. Using the method of constant comparison (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967), seven themes emerged from the reasons juveniles provided for their
attributions. These themes were categorized as self-control, violation of rights,
provocation, irr-esponsibility, poor judgment, fate, and conflict resolution. The first
column of Table 10 identifies the seven themes that emerged from the respondents'
reasons. The second column of the same table identifies whether the respondent
attributed blame for the violent incident to the person committing the act, a stimulus
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(who is perceived to have provoked the act), or the circumstance (no one's fault). The
first two themes (i.e., self-control, violation of rights) were associated with the actor's
disposition (i.e., person), the middle three themes (i.e., provocation, irresponsibility,
poor judgment) were associated with the provocation of a target (i.e., stimulus), and
the last two themes (i.e., fate, conflict resolution) represented external conditions (i.e.,
circumstance). The next colunm of the table represents the rationale provided by the
youth for the attributions made. The final three colunms represent the prevalence
rates of each theme (i.e., [manifest] frequency effect sizes; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie,
2003) from Groups 1, 2, and 3. In addition to their similarity, the three sets of effect
sizes are moderate to large. Surveyed offenders who responded "I don't know"
(1.7%) or whose responses were categorized as "Other" (1.7%) were not included in
the table. Notably, the three stimulus themes, Provocation, Irresponsibility, and Poor
Judgment, were the most frequently endorsed themes, with a Group average of73.3%
citing one or more attribution reasons that fell into these categories.
Cross-tabulation tables were examined to explain the odds ratio results. The
results of the cross-tabulations of the attribution responses for each vignette item (n =
12) with each identified theme (n

=

7) for Group 1 (low-risk offenders) are presented

in Tables 11 through 21. (An example of a Violence Attribution Survey vignette is
provided in Appendix C.) The first colunm of each table identifies the correlating
theme and sample size. Only offenders who provided a reason for their attributions
were included in each vignette's cross-tabulation. The next colunm represents the
percentage of youth who committed violence attribution errors who did not endorse
the theme, followed by the percentage of youth who committed violence attribution
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Table 10
Open-ended Response Categories With Selected Examples of Significant Statements
ofAttributions and Endorsement Rates
Violence
Attribution
Reason Theme

Attribution
Category

Example ofReasons

Endorsement Rate (%)
Group 1 Group 2a Group 3b
n = 165 n = 82 n = 120
60.7
58.5
60.0

1. Self-control

Person

"He should've been
able to control
himself'

2. Violation of
Rights

Person

"He had no right to
rape her"

56.7

42.7

59.2

3. Provocation

Stimulus

"Tom was picking
at him"

57.3

76.8

73.3

4.
Irresponsibility

Stimulus

"Shaq could've
covered up his
test"

64.6

81.7

81.7

5. Poor
judgment

Stimulus

"Shouldn't have
got drunk"

68.5

82.9

86.7

6. Fate

Circumstance

"Wrong place at
the wrong time"

43.3

40.2

45.8

7. Conflict
resolution

Circumstance

"They need to
work it out"

26.4

30.5

30.0

a Daley, C. E., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Attributions toward violence of male juvenile
delinquents: A concurrent mixed methods analysis. Journal of Social Psychology, 144, 549-570.
b Onwuegbuzie, A. J., Daley, C. E., & Waytowich, V. L. (2008). A mixed methods investigation of
male juvenile delinquents' attributions towards violence. Journal ofAt-Risk Issues, 14, 1-11.

etTors who did endorse the theme. Fisher's exact tests, Cramer's V, odds ratios, and
confidence intervals are also reported in each table. Using BonfeiToni's adjustment,
statistical significance was calculated at p < .007 for the 7 themes.
Vignette 1. Table 11 provides the cross-tabulation of offender violence
attribution eiTors for Vignette 1 with the coiTesponding themes. Fisher's exact test
indicated Self-Control to be statistically significant (p < .001) with a moderate effect
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size. Those juvenile offenders who cited a reason that was categorized as Self-Control
for Vignette 1 were 1.5 times less likely (95% CI = 1.17, 1.95) to commit a violence
attribution error than were those who did not endorse self-control. In other words,
offenders who blamed the perpetrator of the violent incident were more likely to not
commit violence attribution errors. The effect size associated with the Self-Control
theme (i.e., Cramer's V= .39) was moderate to large.
Table 11

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 1 (John Raped Kim in Dark Alley)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence

Interval
Lower
u~~er

Self-Control
71.4

22.6

.0001 *

.39

1.51

1.17

1.95

50.0

25.3

.0190

.21

.39

.14

.85

16.0

34.7

.0550

.16

2.78

.88

8.75

38.5

30.1

.3710

.05

.69

.21

2.25

14.3

32.2

.2960

.31

2.85

.33

24.52

(n = 122)

26.7

32.5

.3220

.06

1.32

.58

2.98

Conflict
Resolution

30.3

26.1

.3900

.04

.81

.37

1.84

127)

(n

Violation of
Rights
(n = 123)

Provocation
(n = 126)

Irresponsibility
(n = 126)

Poor Judgment
(n = 128)

Fate

11

= 122

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.0517)

Vignette 2. The cross-tabulation of themes and violence attribution error
responses for Vignette 2 is depicted in Table 12. Offenders whose reason did not
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endorse Violation of Rights as a theme were 1.3 times more likely (95% CI = 1.17,
1.46) than were those who did endorse Violation of Rights to commit violence
attribution errors, yielding a statistically significant difference (p < .007). The
Cramer's V value of .23 indicated a small-to-medium effect size. Further, Fisher's
exact test indicated Poor Judgment to be statistically significant (p < .007) with a
moderate to large effect size (Cramer's V = .42). Cross-tabulation revealed that
offenders whose reasons endorsed Poor Judgment as a theme were almost 3 7 times
more likely (95% CI = 4.15, 324.13) to commit a violence attribution elTor than

offenders whose reasons did not endorse Poor Judgment.
Table 12
Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 2 (Michael was beat up by a gang member)
Themes

Self-Control
(n = 122)

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
U_2_2er

90.5

80.2

.215

.09

.42

.09

1.97

100.0

76.8

.004*

.23

1.31

1.17

1.46

Provocation
(n = 123)

72.0

84.2

.133

.12

2.06

.74

5.74

Irresponsibility
(n = 126)

61.5

84.1

.061

.17

3.29

.96

11.23

Poor Judgment
(n = 128)

14.3

86.0

.001*

.42

36.70

4.15

324.13

Fate
(n = 122)

77.8

83.1

.310

.06

1.40

.56

3.53

80.3

82.6

.472

.03

1.16

.45

3.01

Violation of
Rights
(n = 127)

Conflict

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.0517)
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Vignette 3. The cross-tabulation for Vignette 3 is portrayed in Table 13.
Statistical significance was found for three of the seven thematic categories
(Violation of Rights [p

=

.001]; In-esponsibility [p

=

.007]; and Poor Judgment [p

=

.006]). Specifically, offenders who endorsed Violation of Rights as a reason for their
attribution were 1.3 times less likely (95% CI = 1.19, 1.50) to make attribution errors
than were those who did not (Cramer's V = .26). Further, offenders who endorsed
Irresponsibility as an attribution rationale were 5.4 times more likely (95% CI = 1.64,
17.88) to commit violence attribution en-ors than were those whose response did not
fall into this thematic category (Cramer's V = .27). Additionally, those offenders
whose reason for the violent act attributes blame to poor judgment were more than 10
times more likely (95% CI = 1.94, 58.39) to commit violence attribution en-ors than
were those offenders whose reason did not attribute blame to poor judgment
(Cramer's V = .29).
Vignette 4. Table 14 shows the cross-tabulation of thematic categories and
offender responses for Vignette 4. Self-Control, Violation of Rights, and Provocation
were found to be statistically significant (p

=

.001) with a moderate effect size noted

(Cramer's V = .30) Offenders whose attribution reasons did not reflect the category of
Self-Control were 1.3 times more likely to commit violence attribution errors
(95% CI = 1.15, 1.51) than were offenders who did indicate Self-Control to be the
reason for the violent incident in Vignette 4 (Cramer's V = .30). In addition, offenders
whose violence attribution error rationale did not reflect the Violation of Rights
theme were also 1.3 times more likely to commit violence attribution en-ors (95% CI
=

1.14, 1.55; Cramer's V = .29) than were offenders who attributed their reason to
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Violation of Rights. Finally, the cross-tabulation for Vignette 4 shows that offenders
who attributed Provocation as their attribution reason were 9 times more likely (95%
CI = 3.29, 24.64) to commit violence attribution errors than were offenders who did
not endorse Provocation, with a reported large effect size (Cramer's V= .49).
Table 13

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 3 (Tim was mugged after getting drunk)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower
u22er

Self-Control
90.5

75.5

.105

.13

.32

.07

1.48

100.0

71.7

.001 *

.26

1.33

1.19

1.50

Provocation
(n = 126)

72.0

79.2

.298

.06

1.48

.54

4.01

Irresponsibility
(n = 127)

46.2

82.3

.007*

.27

5.42

1.64

17.88

Poor Judgment
(n = 128)

28.6

81.0

.006*

.29

10.65

1.94

58.39

Fate
(n = 122)

68.9

81.8

.080

.14

2.03

.86

4.78

81.6

69.6

.096

.14

.52

.22

1.21

(n = 127)

Violation of
Rights
(n = 123)

Conflict
Resolution
11 = 122

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)
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Table 14

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 4 (Paul beat up Tom)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower urrer

Self-Control
(n = 126)

95.2

55.2

.0001 *

.30

1.31

1.15

1.51

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

91.7

57.1

.0010*

.29

1.33

1.14

1.55

Provocation
(n = 125)

16.0

75.2

.0001 *

.49

9.02

3.29

24.64

Irresponsibility
(n = 125)

53.8

62.5

.3740

.05

1.37

.45

4.53

Poor Judgment
(n = 127)

57.1

62.5

.5340

.03

.98

.90

1.08

Fate
(n = 121)

61.4

64.9

.4200

.03

.94

.71

1.25

.77

1.96

Conflict
Resolution
65.8
57.8
.2460
.08
1.23
11 = 121
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)

Vignette 5. The responses for Vignette 5 are reported in Table 15. Fisher's
exact test revealed the thematic category, provocation, to be statistically significant (p
=

.006). Cross-tabulation revealed that offenders who selected Provocation as a

rationale to their attribution response were 3.1 times more likely to commit violence
attribution errors than were offenders who did not blame the victim for provoking the
aggressive incident (95% CI = 1.24, 7. 73). The associated relationship suggested a
medium effect size (Cramer's V = .24).
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Table 15

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 5 (Scott threatens to shoot John)
Themes

Self-Control
(n = 127)

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's
V

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Upper
Lower

57.1

40.6

.123

.12

1.11

.94

1.32

50.0

40.4

.265

.07

1.08

.90

1.29

20.0

49.5

.006*

.24

3.10

1.24

7.73

Irresponsibili
ty
(n = 126)

30.8

45.1

.246

.08

.94

.84

1.06

Poor
Judgment
(n = 128)

57.1

43.0

.362

.07

1.03

.94

1.12

37.8

45.5

.262

.08

.89

.68

1.16

36.8

50.0

.108

.13

.72

.46

1.12

Violation of
Rights
(n = 123)
Provocation
(n = 126)

Fate
(n = 122)
Conflict

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)

Vignettes 6 and 7. Attribution responses for Vignettes 6 and 7 did not yield
any statistically significant results (see Tables 16 and 17).

Vignette 8. Cross-tabulations for Vignette 8 (see Table 18) found Violation of
Rights to be a statistically significant predictor of violence attribution errors (p =
.001). Specifically, offenders who did not select a rationale that indicated a Violation
of Rights for Vignette 8 were nearly 1.4 times more likely to commit violence
attribution errors than were offenders who attributed rationales for violence to
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violation of rights (95% CI = 1.14, 1.75). Cramer's Vindicates this relationship to be
moderate (Cramer's V = .33).
Table 16

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 6 (Ron hits Mia)
Theme

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower U.Q_Qer

Self-Control
(n = 126)

33.3

16.2

.069

.16

1.21

.93

1.59

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

33.3

15.3

.046

.18

1.29

.94

1.75

Provocation
(n = 125)

16.0

20.0

.447

.04

.95

.77

1.16

Irresponsibility
(n = 125)

23.1

18.8

.473

.03

1.03

.87

1.21

Poor Judgment
(n = 127)

28.6

19.2

.417

.05

1.03

.91

1.17

11.4

23.4

.081

.15

.77

.59

1.00

Fate
(n = 121)

Conflict
Resolution
18.4
20.0
.505
.01
.93
.53
n = 121
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)

1.66
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Table 17

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 7 (Shaq pushed Corey)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower urrer

Self-Control
(n = 125)

76.2

71.2

.430

.04

1.04

.88

1.23

Violation of
Rights
(n = 121)

75.0

71.1

.460

.03

1.03

.86

1.25

Provocation
(n = 124)

50.0

78.0

.008

.25

.75

.58

.97

Irresponsibility
(n = 124)

53.8

73.9

.119

.14

.89

.76

1.05

Poor Judgment
(n = 126)

57.1

73.1

.300

.08

.95

.87

1.07

Fate
(n = 120)

65.1

76.6

.127

.12

.80

.57

1.13

73.7

65.9

.243

.08

1.25

.77

2.03

Conflict

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)
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Table 18

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 8 (Thomas hit Latoya)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95%

Confidence
Interval
Lower U£Qer

Self-Control
(n = 126)

61.9

38.1

.0390

.18

1.18

.99

1.40

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

75.0

33.7

.0001 *

.33

1.41

1.14

1.75

Provocation
(n = 125)

25.0

46.5

.0440

.17

.84

.72

1.00

Irresponsibility
(n = 125)

53.8

41.1

.2770

.08

1.05

.93

1.19

Poor Judgment
(n = 127)

14.3

44.2

.1210

.14

.94

.87

1.01

Fate
(n = 127)

38.6

45.5

.2960

.07

.90

.69

1.18

.72

1.88

Conflict
Resolution
43.4
37.8
.3390
.05
1.16
11 = 121
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)

Vignette 9. Table 19 provides a comparison of offenders who endorsed and
did not endorse a particular violence attribution error theme relative to Vignette 9.
Thematic responses identified to be statistically significant were Violation of Rights
(p = .001), Provocation (p = .002), and Poor Judgment (p = .006). Offenders whose

attribution errors were not attributed to Violation of Rights were 1.3 times more likely
(95% CI = 1.10, 1.60) to commit violence attribution errors than were offenders who
did attribute their attribution reasons to violation of rights (Cramer's V = .29). In
contrast, offenders who selected attribution reasons that endorsed the theme
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Provocation were more than 3 times more likely (95% CI = 1.42, 7.76) to commit
violence attribution errors than were offenders who did not select reasons attributed to
Provocation (Cramer's V = .27). In addition, offenders who did not select
Table 19

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 9 (John hit Mmy)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence

Interval
Lower
Upper

Self-Control
(n = 126)

76.2

45.7

.010

.23

1.22

1.04

1.43

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

79.2

42.9

.001 *

.29

1.33

1.10

1.60

Provocation
(n = 125)

24.0

58.0

.002*

.27

3.32

1.42

7.76

llTesponsibility
(n = 125)

38.5

52.7

.249

.08

.94

.84

1.06

Poor Judgment
(n = 127)

0.0

54.2

.006*

.25

.89

.81

.97

43.2

54.5

.155

.11

.85

.65

1.13

.54

1.37

Fate
(n = 121)

Conflict
Resolution
47.4
53.3
.328
.06
.86
11 = 121
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)

Poor Judgment as an attribution rationale for Vignette 9 were .89 less likely to
commit violence attribution errors than were offenders who did select reasons
attributed to Poor Judgment (95% CI = .81, .97) with a moderate effect size
(Cramer's V = .25).
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Vignette 10. In Vignette 10, Fisher's exact test indicated the violence

attribution enor theme of Fate to be statistically significant (p

=

.006) for offenders

whose attribution enor reasons were attributed to this category (see Table 20).
Indeed, offenders who endorsed Fate as their attribution reason were 1.9 times more
likely to commit violence attribution enors than were offenders who did not endorse

Fate (95% CI = 1.17, 3 .18). In other words, those who believed the violent incident
depicted in the vignette was a result of being in the "wrong place at the wrong time"
committed more violence attribution errors. Cramer's V suggests a moderate effect
size (Cramer's V = .25).
Vignette 11. Table 21 shows Violation of Rights to be statistically significant
(p

=

.007) with regard to offenders who did not endorse attributions reasons affiliated

with Violation of Rights versus offenders who endorsed Violation of Rights.
Specifically, for Vignette 11 offenders who did not endorse Violation of Rights as an
attribution reason were 1.36 times more likely to commit violence attribution errors
than were offenders who did endorse Violation of Rights (95% CI = 1.03, 1.78). A
moderate effect size is suggested (Cramer's V = .26).
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Table 20

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 10 (Latisha beat up Chantelle)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
U.QQer

Self-Control
(n = 127)

66.7

48.1

.094

.12

1.13

.97

1.32

Violation of
Rights
(n = 123)

62.5

48.5

.158

.11

1.16

.94

1.33

Provocation
(n = 126)

36.0

55.4

.064

.16

.87

.72

1.02

Irresponsibility
(n = 126)

61.5

50.4

.322

.07

1.04

.93

1.17

Poor Judgment
(n = 128)

42.9

52.1

.465

.04

.98

.90

1.06

35.6

61.0

.006*

.25

1.94

1.17

3.18

55.3

45.7

.200

.09

1.27

.80

2.01

Fate
(n = 122)

Conflict

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)
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Table 21

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 11 (Tina's father hit he7J
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed
Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower UJ2J2er

Self-Control
(n = 126)

38.1

26.7

.211

.09

1.10

.91

1.33

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

50.0

21.4

.007*

.26

1.36

1.03

1.78

Provocation
(n = 125)

20.8

29.7

.274

.08

1.47

.60

3.65

Irresponsibility
(n = 126)

23.1

29.5

.452

.04

.96

.87

1.09

Poor Judgment
(n = 127)

14.3

29.2

.359

.08

.96

.89

1.03

29.5

27.3

.474

.02

1.04

.76

1.41

.84

2.83

Fate
(n = 121)

Conflict
Resolution
32.0
19.6
.099
.14
1.54
11 = 121
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)

Vignette 12. The responses to Vignette 12 are depicted in Table 22. Crosstabulations indicated that offenders whose responses were categorized as belonging to
the violence attribution error theme Fate were statistically significant (p < .001). In
other words, offenders who endorsed Fate were 12 times more likely to commit
violence attribution errors than were offenders who did not endorse Fate (95% CI =
1.80, 86.82). This relation was found to represent a moderate-to-large effect size
(Cramer's V = .37).
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Table 22

Comparison of Offenders Who Endorsed the Violence Attribution Error (VAE) Theme
and Offenders Who Did Not Endorse the Violence Attribution Error Theme for
Vignette 12 (Calvin assaulted a man)
Themes

VAE Themes
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower UQQer

Self-Control
(n = 127)

23.8

22.6

.5530

.01

1.01

.84

1.22

Violation of
Rights
(n = 123)

20.8

21.2

.6060

.00

.99

.80

1.23

Provocation
(n = 126)

12.0

24.8

.1330

.12

.86

.73

1.02

Inesponsibility
(n = 126)

46.2

20.4

.0470

.19

1.17

.96

1.42

Poor Judgment
(n = 128)

42.9

22.3

.2070

.11

1.06

.94

1.20

2.2

38.8

.0001 *

.37

12.50

1.80

86.62

25.0

17.4

.2260

.09

1.35

.71

2.53

Fate
(n = 122)
Conflict

*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.05/7)
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Using the inter-respondent matrix, an exploratory factor analysis was
conducted to examine the relationships among the responses given to the items and to
ascetiain the underlying structure of the themes. Specifically, a maximum likelihood
factor analysis was used where each factor is weighted propotiionally to the variables
in the analysis (Myers et al., 2006). Different factors are distinguished based on the
different weights assigned to each variable. As recommended by Onwuegbuzie and
Daniel (2003), the respective correlation matrix was used to undertake each factor
analysis. An orthogonal (i.e., varimax) rotation was used because of the low degree of
correlations among themes. This analysis was used to extract the latent constructs
representing meta-themes (Onwuegbuzie, 2003). Using the eigenvalue-greater-thanone rule (Kaiser, 1958), only four factors reached this default criterion for Groups 1
(accounting for 70.29% of the variance) and 2 (accounting for 76.29% of the variance
[Onwuegbuzie & Daley, 2004]), and three factors for Group 3 (accounting for
63.25% ofthe variance [Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008]).
Table 23 provides a summary of themes and structure/pattern coefficients
from maximum likelihood varimax factor analysis. Using a cutoff correlation of 10.51
as an acceptable minimum factor saliency value (Hair et al., 1998), Group 1 themes
for the first factor were Violation of Rights, Self-Control, and Provocation. Themes
for the second factor were Irresponsibility and Conflict Resolution. The dominant
theme for the third factor was Fate, and the dominant theme for the fourth factor was
Poor Judgment.
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Table 23

Summary ofThemes and Structure/Pattern Coefficients from Maximum Likelihood
Varimax Factor Analysis: Four-Factor Solution: Group 1

Structure/Pattem Coefficienta

1

2

3

4

Communality
Coefficient

Violation of Rights

.74

-.13

-.05

-.45

.63

Self-Control

.70

.02

.15

.43

.70

Provocation

-.59

-.30

-.20

.21

.53

Irresponsibility

-.26

.79

.18

.07

.74

Conflict Resolution

.20

.67

-.42

.02

.66

Fate

.03

.07

.87

-.21

.80

Poor Judgment

-.41

.04

.20

.81

.88

Trace

1.68

1.19

1.06

1.00

4.93

23.93

16.92

15.13

14.30

70.29

Theme

% ofVariance Explained

a Coefficients in bold represent coefficients with the largest effect size within each
theme, using a saliency value of 10.51 recommended by Hair et al. (1995).
Table 24 depicts the maximum likelihood varimax factor analysis for Group 2.
This table shows the following four factors: (a) Conflict Resolution, Self-Control, and
Violation of Rights (factor 1); (b) Poor Judgment and Irresponsibility (factor 2); (c)
Fate (factor 3); and (d) Provocation (factor 4). Table 25 depicts the maximum
likelihood varimax factor analysis for Group 3. This table indicates that
Irresponsibility, Poor Judgment, and Self-Control represented the first factor; Conflict

89
Resolution, Violation of Rights, and Provocation represented the second factor; and
Fate represented the third factor.
Table 24

Summmy ofThemes and Structure/Pattern Coefficientsfi'om Maximum Likelihood
Varimax Factor Analysis: Four-Factor Solution: Group 2

Structure/Pattern Coefficienta

1

2

3

4

Communality
Coefficient

Conflict Resolution

.75

-.02

.18

-.20

.64

Self-control

.75

-.11

.11

-.22

.71

Violation of Rights

.65

-.32

-.19

.39

.91

Poor Judgment

-.07

.73

-.21

-.38

.68

Irresponsibility

.44

.70

.06

-.07

.74

Fate

.17

-.07

.93

-.12

.92

Provocation

.07

.58

.24

.71

.64

Trace

1.79

1.49

1.06

1.00

5.34

25.57

21.29

15.14

14.29

76.29

Theme

% ofVariance Explained

a Coefficients in bold represent coefficients with the largest effect size within each
theme, using a saliency value of \0.5\ recommended by Hair et al. (1995).
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Table 25

Summary ofThemes and Structure/Pattern Coefficients from Maximum Likelihood
Varimax Factor Analysis: Three-Factor Solution: Group 3

Structure/Pattern Coefficienta
Communality
Coefficient

1

2

3

Irresponsibility

.79

-.05

.02

.35

Poor Judgment

.71

-.28

-.31

.63

Self-Control

.53

.13

.21

.71

Conflict Resolution

.31

.59

-.55

.63

Violation of Rights

.52

.57

.16

.68

Provocation

.45

-.69

-.19

.71

Fate

.34

-.02

.77

.74

Trace

2.09

1.24

1.09

4.42

% of variance explained

29.90

17.71

15.64

63.25

Theme

a Coefficients in bold represent coefficients with the largest effect size within each
theme, using a saliency value of J0.5J recommended by Hair et al. (1995).
The first meta-theme (i.e., Factor 1) that emerged for Group 1 was labeled

disposition of actor and interaction with stimulus (i.e., Violation of Rights, SelfControl, Provocation). The second meta-theme was labeled cognitively based

stimulus (i.e., Irresponsibility, Conflict Resolution). The third meta-theme was
labeled emotionally based stimulus (i.e., Poor Judgment) and the fourth meta-theme
was labeled circumstance (i.e., Fate).

91
Further examination of the trace, or proportion of variance explained by each
factor after rotation (Hetzel, 1996), shows that the first meta-theme disposition of
actor and interaction with stimulus, accounted for 23.93% of the total variance; the

second theme, cognitively based stimulus, accounted for 16.92% of the total variance;
the third meta-theme, circumstance, accounted for 15.13% of the variance; and the
fourth meta-theme, emotionally based stimulus, explained 14.30% of the variance.
The four themes together explained 70.29% of the total variance or the latent effect
size. The manifest effect sizes associated with the four meta-themes were as follows:
disposition of actor and interaction with stimulus (70.2%), cognitively based stimulus

(91.1 %), emotionally based stimulus (93.8%), and circumstance (62.1 %).
Summmy

Chapter 4 presented the findings of the study. Three groups of participants
were studied. The primary study group (Group 1 [n

=

165]) consisted ofyouth who

were considered low-risk offenders, and the comparison study groups (Group 2 [n
82] and Group 3 [n

=

=

120]) consisted of youth who were considered high-risk

offenders. The goal of Quantitative Research Question 1 was to examine the
differences in the frequency of violence attribution errors among juvenile delinquents.
After recoding the responses to the multiple-choice items to produce an index
of violence attribution errors, an examination of the violence attribution error rates
among the three groups yielded the following: Group 1 (M = 50.83%, SD = 22.0%;
95% confidence interval [CI] = 47.41 %-54.25%); Group 2 (M = 52.50%, SD =
23.50%; 95% CI = 47.67%-57.33%); and Group 3 (M = 52.08%, SD = 22.17%; 95%
CI = 47.92%-56.17%). All three mean attribution error rates suggest moderate-to-
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large effect sizes. The ANOVA indicated no statistically significant difference
among the three groups, F (2, 358) = 0.19,p > .05.
A multiple regression analysis was utilized to answer Quantitative Research
Question 2, which examined the extent that peer-victimization, self-esteem, and
demographic variables predicted violence attribution errors among the juveniles in the
primary study group (Group 1). Of the 165 youth in the primary study group sample,
the multiple regression analysis involved only juveniles for whom scores for all21
measures were available (n

=

110).

The results of the multiple regression analysis indicated that the five variables
that statistically significantly predicted the number of violence attribution errors a
youth made were attitude towards the violent acts of others, attacks on property,
social relationships, and morals (F [21, 88]

=

2.28,p

=

.004). The 21 variables

combined explained 35.0% of the variance, suggesting a large effect size (Cohen,
1988). An examination of the stmcture coefficients indicated attitudes towards the
violent acts of others and attitudes towards one's own violence as the two variables
making key contributions to the independent variable set. The variable, attitudes
towards the violent acts of others, had consistently high standardized and stmcture
coefficients. Conversely, the variable attitudes towards one's own violence had a high
stmcture coefficient compared to a relatively low standardized coefficient, suggesting
possible multicollinearity. In addition, three variables had high standardized
coefficients compared to relatively low stmcture coefficients (i.e., verbal
victimization, attacks on property, social relationships), indicating that these variables
may have acted as suppressor variables (Thompson & Borello, 1985).
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The qualitative research question examined the differences in the types of
violence attribution errors between incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk)
juvenile delinquents. Using a method of constant comparison, seven themes emerged
for the three groups. These themes were categorized as self-control, violation of
rights, provocation, irresponsibility, poor judgment, fate, and conflict resolution. A
cross-tabulation of the responses for each of the VAS items with each of the
identified themes was conducted for Group 1. Youth responses were categorized as
either endorsing the thematic category or not endorsing the thematic category. A
comparison of the groups indicated that of the seven themes, the three stimulus
themes (i.e., Provocation, Irresponsibility, Poor Judgment) were the most frequently
endorsed themes with a group average of at least 73% providing one or more
attribution reasons that fell into these categories (see Table 10). A concise depiction
of vignettes with corresponding statistically significant themes is found in Tables 26
and 27.
Further, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine the
relationships among the responses given to the items and to determine the underlying
structure of the themes. The latent constructs that were extracted from the factor
analysis represented four meta-themes: disposition of actor and interaction with

stimulus, cognitively based stimulus, emotionally based stimulus, and circumstance.
Chapter 5 will discuss the findings and implications of the study for educational
research and provide recommendations for future research in this arena.
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Table 26
Statistically Significant Theme Endorsements for Vignettes 1-5
Vignette
Descri£tion
1 "John
raped
Kim"
2 "Michael
beat up by
a gang
member"

3 "Tim was
mugged
after
getting
drunk"

Theme

SelfControl
(n= 127)

VAE Theme
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower U£per

71.4

22.6

.0001 *

.39

1.51

1.17

1.95

Violation of
Rights
(n= 127)

100.0

76.8

.0040*

.23

1.31

1.17

1.46

Poor
Judgment

14.3

86.0

.0010*

.42

36.70

4.15

324.13

100.0

71.7

.0010*

.26

1.33

1.19

1.50

46.2

82.3

.0070*

.27

5.42

1.64

17.88

28.6

81.0

.0060*

.29

10.65

1.94

58.39

95.2

55.2

.0001 *

.30

1.31

1.15

1.51

91.7

57.1

.0010*

.29

1.33

1.14

1.55

16.0

75.2

.0001 *

.49

9.02

3.29

24.64

.24

3.10

1.24

7.73

Violation of
Rights
(n = 123)
Irresponsibi
lity
(n = 127)
Poor
Judgment
(n=128)

4 "Paul beat
up Tom"

SelfControl
(n = 126)
Violation of
Rights
(n=122)
Provocation
(n=125)

Provocation
5 'Scott
threatens
(n = 126)
20.0
49.5
.0060*
to shoot
John"
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.0517)
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Table 27
Statistically Significant Theme Endorsements for Vignettes 8-12
Vignette

Theme

Description
8

9

10

11

"Thomas
hit
Latoya"

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

"John hit
Mary for
nagging"

"Latisha
beat up
Chantelle"
"Tina's
father hit
her
because
dinner
was late"

VAE Theme
Not
Endorsed Endorsed

Fisher's
Exact
Test

Cramer's

v

Odds
Ratio

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower u er

75.0

33.7

.0001 *

.33

1.41

1.14

1.75

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

79.2

42.9

.0010*

.29

1.33

1.10

1.60

Provocation
(n=125)

24.0

58.0

.0020*

.27

3.32

1.42

7.76

Poor
Judgment
(n=127)

0.0

54.2

.0060*

.25

.89

.81

.97

(n = 122)

35.6

61.0

.0060*

.25

1.94

1.17

3.18

Violation of
Rights
(n = 122)

50.0

21.4

.0070*

.26

1.36

1.03

1.78

.37

12.50

1.80

86.62

Fate

12

'Calvin
Fate
assaulted
(n = 122)
2.2
38.8
.0001 *
a man"
*Statistically significant at Bonferroni-adjusted alpha of .007 (.0517)
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CHAPTERS
Discussion, Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions

Overview
The questions guiding the present study involved exploring the differences in
the frequency ofviolence attribution errors among juvenile delinquents; the extent
that peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic variables predict violence
attribution errors among juveniles; and the differences in the types of violence
attribution errors between incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk) juvenile
delinquents. The goals of the study were to expand the body ofknowledge regarding
juvenile violence in general and to provide a greater understanding of violence
attribution errors as a predictive factor of deviant behavior. This chapter provides a
discussion ofthe study's findings, implications, and limitations. The chapter
concludes with recommendations for policy, practice, and future research.

Discussion ofFindings for Quantitative Research Question I
Quantitative Research Question 1 compared the differences in the frequency
of violence attribution errors across the three study groups via an ANOVA. The
results of the ANOVA do not support the research hypothesis that there is a
difference in the frequency of violence attribution errors between incarcerated (highrisk) and probation (low-risk) status offenders.
Examining the primary participant sample as a whole, scores on the VAS
ranged from 0 to 12, with a mean number of attributional errors of 6.10 (SD = 2.64).
The 95% confidence interval (CI) associated with this mean number of attributional
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errors was 5.69 to 6.51. On average, the offenders in the primary study group
committed violence attribution errors nearly 51% of the time (SD = 22.0%; CI =
47.42%, 54.25%), with males committing violence attribution errors close to 53%
(SD = 20.33%; CI= 48.75%, 56.33%) of the time and females committing violence

attribution errors more than 46% of the time (SD

= 25.33%; CI = 38.83%, 54.08%).

Notably, on average, this attribution error rate is similar to the previous findings of
Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004) and Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008) who found that
juvenile offenders committed violence attribution errors nearly 53% of the time. More
remarkable, males in the primary study group committed violence attribution error
rates identical to those found by Daley and Onwuegbuzie and Onwuegbuzie et al.
adding incremental validity to these findings. These results are consistent with the
results of several studies that have noted aggressive youth are more likely to
externalize the causes of anti-social behaviors (Crick & Nelson, 2002). Further,
Dodge et al. (1990) found that (a) attributional biases were related to interpersonal
aggression in youth with delinquent histories and (b) these youth were more likely to
attribute hostile intent to external causes. Consequently, for some youth, it is their
social interactions and their perceptions of these interactions that may lead to
attribution enors.
According to Kelley (1973), individual and others' behaviors are interpreted
based on three kinds of information: consensus, consistency, and distinction. Kelley
posited that consensus refers to whether or not others would behave in the same
manner relative to the same stimulus; consistency refers to whether the individual
would behave in the same way to the same stimulus on other occasions, and
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distinctiveness refers to whether the individual would react the same way to other
stimuli. Because negative behaviors may have negative implications, there is a
motivation for self-protection that contributes to an individual assigning causation of
a negative act to an extemal force (Kelley & Michela, 1980). Therefore, based on
consensus, consistency, and distinction, a delinquent youth that has (a) knowledge of
others being punished for admitting responsibility for criminal behavior (consensus),
(b) knowledge that ownership of criminal behavior is always punished (consistency),
and (c) knowledge that an individual's admission of guilt may result in assumptions
of other criminal acts (distinction), may deny culpability, thereby, extemalizing
causation of criminal behaviors in an attempt to protect themselves.
This finding is also surprising because low-risk offenders typically have
limited delinquency involvement, in addition to protective factors that are associated
with competency, thereby reducing their risk to society (Wallston, 1992). Inasmuch
as social competency has been characterized as a wide range of coping skills and
strategies (D'Zurilla, 1986) with attributional processes, interpersonal skills, and
empathy (Peterson & Leigh, 1990), this finding suggests that the low-risk offenders
are at major risk for committing high-risk offenses in the future.
The finding that there is no statistically significant gender difference suggests
that female delinquents are as likely as are males to make inaccurate causal
attributions when explaining the violent actions of others. Conversely, Daley and
Onwuegbuzie (1999) reported that high school females with no criminal record
tended to make significantly fewer violence attribution errors than did their male
counterparts. Because of the strong relationship among female sexual abuse,

99
relational violence, and delinquency (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004) this finding is
not smprising when compared to both male delinquents and female non-delinquents.
Subsequently, because females internalize the effects oftrauma (e.g., sexual abuse
and relational violence; Chesney-Lind & Sheldon) and because trauma impacts the
development of female aggression (Artz, 1998), the result may be a deficit in social
cognitive processing skills (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Consequently, this may lead to
social maladjustment in females (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Further, this pathway
may be one trajectory towards the commission of violence attribution errors and atrisk behaviors among females.
The finding that almost 70% of youth in each study group committed violence
attribution errors for Vignette 2 (i.e., Michael was beat up by a gang member after
disobeying his parents and coming home after dark), Vignette 3 (i.e., Tim was
mugged after getting drunk with his friends and deciding to walk home alone), and
Vignette 7 (i.e., Shaq pushed Corey after he caught Corey cheating off his test) is not
surprising in that researchers (Fondacaro & Heller, 1990; Sagatun, 1991) have found
juvenile offenders were more likely to externalize blame for others' aggressive
interpersonal behavior than were non-offenders. Further, Slaby and Guerra (1988)
found that delinquent youth were more likely than their non-delinquent peers to
believe that victims deserved to be victimized. Similarly, Sykes and Matza (1957)
used the term "techniques of neutralization" to refer to the moral rationalizations
delinquent youth espouse to justify their behaviors. These five techniques are denial
of responsibility (e.g., it wasn't my fault), denial of injury (e.g., they can afford it),
denial of victims (e.g., they had it coming), condemn the condemners (e.g., everyone
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is crooked), and appeal to higher loyalties (e.g., I did it for the gang). Lack of
empathy (i.e., denial of victims) in delinquent youth may negatively affect social
information processing, resulting in aggressive behaviors (Kirsh, 2003), thereby
contributing to violence attribution enors.

Discussion ofFindings for Quantitative Research Question 2
The second quantitative research question assessed the relationship between
violence attribution errors and peer-victimization, self-esteem, and demographic
variables via a multiple regression analysis. The multiple regression model indicated
statistical significance, with the 21 variables combined explaining 35.0% ofthe
variance, suggesting a large effect size (Cohen, 1988). This finding supports the
extant literature on violence that indicates numerous variables exist that contribute to
an adolescent's propensity towards violence (Ball & Connolly, 2000; Carr &
Vandiver, 2001; Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004; Goff & Goddard, 1999; Matza,
1964; Sutherland & Shepherd, 2002; Waytowich & Onwuegbuzie, 2007b; Welsh et
al., 2000). Further, the multiple regression model identified the following five
predictors of violence attribution enors: attitude towards the violent acts of others,
negative verbal attacks, attacks on property, social relationships, and morals.
The finding that offenders who made the least violence attribution errors also
had non-tolerant attitudes toward violent acts committed by others has tremendous
intuitive appeal because it suggests that violent attitudes play a role in the formation of
causal attributions when offenders are explaining the violent actions of other. This
finding also suggests that although offenders may not recognize fault with their own
actions, they are able to recognize the faults of others. This finding can be explained

101
by studies that have found delinquents tend to make ego-defensive attributions
regarding their own behaviors (Miller & Ross, 1975), but observers are likely to
attribute negative behavior to the actor (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). Dodge and Frame
(1982) also found that aggressive youth were more likely to be biased in attributing
hostility to others.
The relationship between offenders who made the least violence attribution
errors and those who have experienced the most verbal victimization is somewhat
unexpected. Singer (1981) acknowledged that due to their similar demographics,
juveniles are more likely to interact with an individual that is either a victim or a peer as
a result of their daily interactions and their increased availability to each other. As a
result, this may lead to a desensitization of verbal victimization. For instance, if the peer
group of an offender engages in routine verbal denigration among its members,
ultimately these nomenclatures may either become associated as normal group dialogue
or the labels may take on new meaning (Vold et al., 1998), whereby the members are
desensitized to the accepted societal definition making the youth unaware when a verbal
assault occurs.
In addition to desensitization of verbal victimization, this relationship may
also be explained by offender differentiations in cognitive processing. Although there
is a proliferation of research that documents a relationship between victimized youth
and cognitive processing deficits (Campbell, 2004; Craig, 1998; Crick & Grotpeter,
1995; Crick & Nelson; 2002; Dodge & Samberg, 1987; Mishna, 2003; Olweus, 1991;
Paquette & Underwood, 1999), Dodge and Frame (1982) and Dodge (1980) found
that aggressive youth were likely to attribute hostile intentions to a peer even though
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they anticipated continued aggression from the peer. Further, Dodge and Frame found
that aggressive youth do not display attributional bias when acting as an observer of a
provocation directed by one peer to another. However, caution should be exercised
with the interpretation of this finding because the results may be due to the aggressive
experiences of the offender who, in turn, displays a bias in attributing hostile intents
to a negative behavior (Crick & Nelson, 2002). Future research should include
attempts to assess youth with scenarios that do not include a violent act to ascetiain
respondents' level ofbias.
The finding of a relationship between juvenile delinquents who make the most
violence attribution enors and those who have experienced the most peervictimization associated with attacks on property is similar to the findings of Daley
and Onwuegbuzie (2004). These researchers documented that following negative
encounters, juvenile delinquents tend to view themselves as victims, which, in turn,
leads to negative emotions, with the youth seeing their anti-social behavior as a result
of provocation. According to Daley and Onwuegbuzie's conceptualization, the more
negative encounters experienced by juveniles, the more likely they are to believe that
they are victims of society, and any ensuing violent behaviors would reflect this belief
system.
Further, the homogeneity ofvictim-offender populations (Singer, 1981)
suggests that juveniles are more likely to be both victim and offender as a result of the
demographics of the juvenile offender population, resulting in an increased
probability of victim-offender interactions. Subsequently, this finding supports prior
research that youth who have been victimized by peers may process social
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information differently than do those youth who have not had anti-social experiences
(Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Crick & Nelson, 2002; Paquette & Underwood, 1999),
thereby increasing the likelihood of violence attribution enors.
The finding that juvenile offenders who make the most violence attribution
enors reported increased feelings of competence in interpersonal relationships is
surprising. Cunent literature generally supports the notion that cognitive appraisals of
an individual's personal attributes are instrumental in the formation of self-concept
(Hattie, 1992). Further, attribution processes have been found to be a contributor to
children's reactions to violence (Guthrie & Betancourt, 1999). Subsequently, when an
individual's cognitive appraisal of her/his personal attributes is a result of inaccurate
causal inferences, that individual is likely to have lower self-esteem (Kelley, 1973),
and low self-esteem is positively con-elated with violence (Sutherland & Shepherd,
2002). Further, because a relationship exists between the commission of violence
attribution errors and at-risk behaviors, specifically violence, then low self-esteem
and the commission of violence attribution enors may both singularly and
interactively be pathways to at-risk behaviors. Conversely, the current finding
indicated that offenders with positive social relationships made the most violence
attribution errors. Because the social relationship subscale measures object
relationships (e.g., parents) and friendship patterns, this finding indicates the
importance of strong associations. Specifically, negative peers or family
environments may influence the cognitive development of a child through the
imitation oflearned behaviors (Bandura, 1986; Tarde, 1903). Further, the intensity,
frequency, and duration of negative influences (Sutherland, 1947) may normalize
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deviant behavior and thinking, resulting in aggressive behavior and social processing
deficits.
The current finding may also be explained by Kohut and Wolfs (1978)
research on narcissistic personalities. These researchers posited that high self-esteem
that is grandiose may also distort or deter notmal cognitive development in children
resulting in a narcissistic personality. Further, narcissistic personality is characterized
by callous, insensitive behavior, and a disregard for the rights of others. In addition,
Baumeister et al. (1996) found a relationship between narcissism and aggression.
Thus, offenders who have an overly inflated sense of self may be at risk for
committing violence attribution errors. In addition, Leung and Lau (1989) found that
delinquent youth who are approved by a delinquent peer group and receive
affirmations for their delinquent behaviors are likely to have positive social selfconcepts. This finding may provide more understanding as to why adolescents belong
to gangs and are reluctant to disengage from gang membership.
The finding that offenders who assessed for a strong commitment to socially
responsible behavior or morals tended to make the least violence attribution errors is
an expected result, albeit unexpected for this population. Adhering to an ethical moral
code is indicative of appropriate middle to late adolescence, when social cognitive
abilities appear more competent and moral principals of fairness, justice, and equality
develop (Erikson, 1968; Kohlberg, 1976). This is congruent with the literature that
suggests low self-esteem is a viable predictor of potential violence (Branden, 1994;
Sutherland & Shepherd, 2002), in that strong moral commitments are indicative of high
self-esteem, thereby reducing the commission of violence attribution errors. However,
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because of the low internal consistencies reported for the morals subscale
(Laukkanen, Halonen, & Viinamaki, 1999; Offer et al., 1989; Patton & Noller, 1994),
these findings should be interpreted with caution.
Discussion ofFindings for Qualitative Research Question
The qualitative research question explored the differences in the types of
violence attribution enors of incarcerated (high-risk) and probation (low-risk)
offenders. A phenomenological mode of inquiry was conducted to examine the
explanations given by youth for their attributions and to identify themes relating to
these explanations. The analysis yielded the following seven themes that were
extracted from juveniles' reasons for their causal attributions: Self-Control, Violation
of Rights, Provocation, Irresponsibility, Poor Judgment, Fate, and Conflict
Resolution. The first two themes were associated with the actor's disposition (i.e.,
person), the middle three themes pertained to the provocation of a target (i.e.,
stimulus), and the last two themes represented the exacerbating conditions (i.e.,
circumstance). This finding suggests that juveniles' violence attribution reasons are
multidimensional in nature. These findings are consistent with the seven themes
found by Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004) and Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008).
The three stimulus themes (i.e., Provocation, Inesponsibility, Poor Judgment)
were the most frequently endorsed for all three groups, with a group average of 70%
citing one or more attribution reasons that fell into these categories. This may be
explained by research that indicates delinquents are more likely to blame the victim
(i.e., Poor Judgment) as a technique of neutralization (Sykes & Matza, 1957), or
make ego-defensive reasons, thereby ascribing blame to an external factor (Jones &
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Nisbett, 1972). This finding is concerning in that offenders are not considered
rehabilitated by the juvenile justice system until he or she can demonstrate
accountability for the deviant act (Sagatun, 1991).

Vignette 1. The cross-tabulation for Vignette 1 indicated that offenders who
cited a reason that was categorized as Self-Control were 1.5 times less likely (95% CI
=

1.17, 1.95) to commit a violence attribution error than did those who did not

endorse self-control. In other words, offenders who blamed the perpetrator of the
violent incident were more likely to not commit violence attribution errors. Because
the vignettes are structured in a manner that the violent incidents are, indeed, the fault
of the perpetrator, this finding suggests that delinquents who recognize and attribute
the responsibility of the violent act to the perpetrator citing the perpetrator's lack of
self-control were more developed cognitively. According to Kohlberg (1969),
changes in cognition and moral development occur as a child matures. Subsequently,
adolescents who begin to use moral reasoning in their early adolescence are believed
to be developing through the stages appropriately, adhering to a belief in rules and
laws.

Vignette 2. The cross-tabulation of themes and violence attribution enor
responses for Vignette 2 indicated that offenders whose reason did not endorse
Violation of Rights as a theme were 1.3 times more likely (95% CI = 1.17, 1.46) than
were those who did endorse Violation of Rights to commit violence attribution enors.
The cross-tabulation also indicated that offenders whose reasons endorsed Poor
Judgment as a theme were almost 37 times more likely (95% CI = 4.15, 324.13) to
commit a violence attribution enor than offenders whose reasons did not endorse
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Poor Judgment. This vignette reported a youth to have been assaulted by a gang
member due to being out late at night. The results indicated that offenders who did
not perceive the act to be a violation of the rights of the youth were more likely to
make violence attribution errors and that offenders who endorsed Poor Judgment
were more likely to make violence attribution errors. These results are consistent with
Walster's (1966) findings that offenders will hold an individual more accountable for
a violent act the more serious the consequences.
Vignette 3. The cross-tabulation for Vignette 3 indicated the three thematic
categories that were statistically significant to be: Violation of Rights;
Irresponsibility; and Poor Judgment. In other words, offenders whose reason endorsed
Violation of Rights as a reason for their attribution were 1.3 times less likely (95% CI
=

1.19, 1.50) to make attribution errors than were those who did not (Cramer's V =

.26); offenders whose reason endorsed Irresponsibility were 5.4 times more likely
(95% CI = 1.64, 17 .88) to commit violence attribution errors than were those who did
not (Cramer's V= .27); and offenders whose reason for the violent act attributed
blame to Poor Judgment were more than 10 times more likely (95% CI = 1.94, 58.39)
to commit violence attribution errors than were those offenders whose reason did not
attribute blame to poor judgment (Cramer's V = .29). The endorsement of Violation
of Rights is consistent with prior findings for Vignette 2. On the contrary, offenders
who endorsed Irresponsibility and Poor Judgment (blaming the victim for being
irresponsible and having poor judgment) indicated that although offenders may
recognize culpability on the part of the perpetrator, they rationalize their explanations
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by blaming the victims if they believe victims bring the violence upon themselves
(Sykes & Matza, 1957).
Vignette 4. The findings related to Vignette 4 (Paul beat up Tom because Tom
was talking about him) indicated that Self-Control, Violation of Rights, and
Provocation were found to be statistically significant (p

=

.001) with a moderate

effect size noted (Cramer's V =. 30). Offenders whose attribution reasons did not
reflect the category of Self-Control and Violation of Rights were more likely to
commit violence attribution errors (95% CI = 1.15, 1.51) than were offenders who did
indicate Self-Control to be the reason for the violent incident in Vignette 4 (Cramer's
V = .30). In addition, offenders whose violence attribution error rationale did not
reflect the Violation of Rights theme were also 1.3 times more likely to commit
violence attribution enors (95% CI = 1.14, 1.55; Cramer's V = .29) than were
offenders who attributed their reasons to Violation of Rights. Finally, the crosstabulation for Vignette 4 shows that offenders who attributed Provocation as their
attribution reason were 9 times more likely (95% CI = 3.29, 24.64) to commit
violence attribution enors than were offenders who did not endorse Provocation, with
a reported large effect size (Cramer's V= .49).
Vignettes 5 through 9 and 11. The findings for Vignettes 5 and 9, indicated
offenders whose rationales were attributed to Provocation were more likely to commit
violence attribution errors. These findings are consistent with previous findings
regarding offender accountability and blaming the victim. The cross-tabulations for
Vignettes 8, 9, and 11 indicated that offenders who did not endorse Violation of
Rights were more likely to commit violence attribution enors. Although this finding
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is consistent with previous findings, interestingly, these three vignettes are structured
with behavior terms (i.e., beat, hit, punch) that may indicate a seriousness to the
offense that enhances the social meanings (Walster, 1966), thereby increasing the
likelihood an individual will attribute blame to the actual perpetrator.

Vignettes 10 and 12. Notably, Fate was endorsed only for Vignettes 10 and
12. Specifically, offenders who endorsed Fate were more likely to commit violence
attribution errors. Vignette 10 describes a scenario between two females interested in
the same male, in which one female is beat up by the other female for asking out the
male. Interestingly, this is the only vignette that depicts female-on-female violence.
This finding may be indicative of the social connotation that female violence is not
really that violent (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004), and, although the majority of
female victimization is within gender dyadic relationships, youth are more likely to
ascribe blame to an aggressive act when it involves overt physical aggression (Crick
& Nelson, 2002).

The exploratory factor analysis yielded seven themes that fell either into four
meta-themes (i.e., Group 1 and Group 2) or three meta-themes (i.e., Group 3). For
Groups 1 and 2, the four meta-themes represented one of the following: cognitively

based stimulus (i.e., Irresponsibility and Poor Judgment), disposition of actor and
interaction with stimulus (i.e., Self-Control, Violation of Rights, Conflict Resolution),
emotionally based stimulus (i.e., Provocation), and circumstance (i.e., Fate). For
Group 3, the three meta-themes represented cognitively based stimulus (i.e.,
Irresponsibility, Poor Judgment, Self-Control), disposition of actor and interaction
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with emotionally based stimulus (i.e., Conflict Resolution, Violation of Rights,
Provocation), circumstance (i.e., Fate).
The four factors for Group 1 explained 70% of the variance. Interestingly, the

disposition of actor and interaction with stimulus was the most prevalent meta-theme,
with almost 25% of the variance explained. The results from the exploratory factor
analysis for Group 1 are similar, but not identical, to the findings of Daley and
Onwuegbuzie (2004) and Onwuebuzie et al. (2008). On close examination, it can be
seen that Self-Control was the only theme endorsed across all three groups for the
meta-theme cognitive based stimulus. This finding enhances the salient literature
regarding the relationship between social processing deficits and attribution biases
(Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Fondacaro & Heller, 1990; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008;
Sagatun, 1991), providing further explanation for the high incidence of violence
attribution errors among youth.

Limitations
It is important to note the limitations of the present study, as well as some

future directions for research within this area. First, the study relied solely upon the
use of self-report measures. Although self-report instruments are valid forms of
information-gathering tools to measure individual attitudes and perceptions, youth
may underestimate or under-report their experiences of victimization or feelings of
low self-worth (Olafsen & Viemero, 2000). Further, only using self-report measures
allows for the confounding of shared method variance (Dill, Vernberg, Fonagy,
Twemlow, & Gamm, 2004). Second, the present sample was limited to juvenile
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delinquents and may not generalize to youth who are not formally involved in the
justice system.
Finally, it is possible that undiagnosed psychiatric disorders biased youth
responses. Because the mental status of the youth in the present study is
undetetmined, caution is advised in generalizing these findings, and future research
should incorporate the use of the Conduct Disorder Scale of the Revised Behavior
Problem Checklist (RBPC; Quay & Peterson, 1987) to ascertain the impact of
psychopathological disorders on violence attribution errors. Limited research has
found evidence of hostile attributional biases in psychiatrically disordered adolescents
(Dodge et al., 1990; Milich & Dodge, 1984; Slaby & Guerra, 1988). Because the
mental status of the sample members is undetermined, future research should include
assessment tools to measure mental status.
Implications
Juvenile violence is a major concern for society. Consequently, it is important
that the juvenile justice system and delinquency programming focus on those youth at
greatest risk. Although there are many contributing factors that influence the type and
extent of youth violence, the greater the understanding of the differential pathways
that lead to deviant behavior, the greater the potential to identify and intervene at an
earlier stage with a more appropriate measure. The present study has implications for
future intervention and treatment of juvenile offenders, specifically for youth with
difficulties in maintaining appropriate interpersonal behavior. Delinquents are not
considered "rehabilitated" until they are able to demonstrate remorse for their actions,
thereby assuming responsibility (Sagatun, 1991). Present cognitive-behavioral
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interventions for aggressive youth focus on the development of coping strategies for
solving interpersonal conflicts. The results of the present study indicate that
attributional biases may be a result of distorted social cognitions, thereby justifying a
proactive measure of assessing youth for violence attributions and providing
proactive cognitive behavioral intervention.
Indeed, proactive intervention for at-risk youth that focuses on moral and
social development may assist youth in progressing through the moral stages of
development (Kohlberg, 1969) to a more advanced level of moral thought where
youth are able to consider others' interests and viewpoints. Youth who lack training
in empathy can result in callous and self-centered adults. Kohlberg indicated that
these stages of moral development are a result of the socialization training children
receive from their parents, teachers, and others. Subsequently, parents and guardians
who begin teaching their children early in life to have empathy and concern for others
may reduce the risk of youth developing distorted social cognitions which may
contribute to the commission of attributional biases.
Recommendations for Policy

School administrators and policy-makers have a responsibility to students and
their families to ensure an effective learning community that fosters a positive
physical, emotional, and educational environment through the promotion of the moral
dimensions of education (Edwards, 2001) in a violence-free environment. However,
most teachers refrain from addressing moral and existential issues that may promote
in-depth discussion and empathy as a result of an educational system's political,
religious, or litigious climate (Simon, 2003). Further, the lack of resources in the
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educational system has hindered principals from enacting effective psychological
interventions (e.g., mental health assessments, counseling; Dryfoos, 1990) opting for
more surface-level approaches (e.g., metal detectors, locker searches; Edwards,
2001). In light of the findings of the present study, school administrators and policy
makers should (a) adopt policies that allow for the inclusion of value-based curricula
(i.e., curriculum that instills fairness, responsibility, respect, trust, and honesty), (b)
ensure the provision of adequate funding for mental health assessment and
intervention, and (c) employ strategies that target social-cognitive deficits as an
effective violence prevention programming approach (Boxer, Goldstein, MusherEizenman, Dubowm, & Heretick, 2005).
Recommendations for Practice
Schools are the ideal environment for the delivery of adolescent prevention
and intervention programming (Farrell & Meyer, 1997) because they are settings
where adolescent aggression is common (Boxer et al., 2005). Aggressive and
disruptive behaviors may inhibit learning and create an environment where
misbehavior and aggression are normative if schools do not effectively intervene
(Garofalo, Siegel, & Laub, 1987). Understanding the attribution styles of at-risk
students may assist principals, school counselors, and psychologists in the early
identification of students who are at risk for violent behavior.
The present study is significant in providing evidence to substantiate effective
program interventions that promote attribution retraining targeting the antecedents of
at-risk behaviors while developing more adaptive responses that may be effective in
ameliorating future attribution responses (Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 2002/2003). By
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identifying those youth at-risk for committing violence attribution errors, which may
contribute to aggressive behaviors, school counselors and psychologists may
intervene early with appropriate educational and clinical methods (Edwards, 2001).
Although the present study did not find a statistically significant difference in the
amount of violence attribution errors committed between low-risk and high-risk
offenders, it is disturbing that on average all groups committed violence attribution
errors more than 50% of the time. This finding indicates that offenders are more
likely to externalize the causation of deviant behavior. Subsequently, practical
recommendations include early identification of youth at-risk of committing violence
attribution errors, cognitive behavioral interventions, promotion of a violence-free
school climate, and groups focused on accountability and restorative justice. The
benefits of identifying differential pathways that contribute to delinquent behavior
among adolescents are immeasurable for the development of future educational
violence prevention programming.
Recommendations for Future Research
The present study investigated self-report data on juveniles at dichotomous
levels of involvement with the juvenile justice system (i.e., incarcerated, probation).
Future research should explore the differences in the types of offenses committed and
specific sentencing determinates. In addition, future research should investigate the
role mental health disorders and educational exceptionalities play in the commission
of violence attribution errors. Further, while limited research has investigated
attribution error rates of non-delinquent youth (cf. Daley & Onwuegbuzie, 1999),
future research should investigate the role that static and dynamic criminogenic risk
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factors (e.g., single parent home, incarcerated parent, drug abuse, physical abuse,
truancy) might play in predicting violence attribution errors and increasing the
likelihood of delinquent behaviors in both delinquent and non-delinquent populations.
Conclusions
The goals of the present study were to enhance the extant literature on
juvenile violence in general and, specifically, to expand the existing research on
violence attribution errors. The findings of the study indicated that high-risk and lowrisk delinquent youth have similar cognitive biases (Jones & Nisbett, 1972) and have
a tendency to blame external events for negative behaviors (Sagatun, 1991).
The use of mixed methods techniques substantiated the generalizability of
inferences drawn from data findings. Further, by utilizing dual approaches, the
internal validity of the findings was increased by combining an estimation of the
prevalence of violence attribution enors with a typology of the salient pieces of
information that juveniles utilize in aniving at their attributions. Further, the present
study provides support to prior research by Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004) and
Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008) and adds incremental validity to Daley and
Onwuegbuzie's conclusion that violence attribution errors play an important role for
juvenile delinquents.
Although there are many factors that influence the type and extent of youth
violence, the greater the understanding of the profile of youthful offenders, the greater
the ability to gain insights into appropriate interventions. The identification of at-risk
factors and offender characteristics assists programs in mitigating potential
concurrent and consecutive deviant behaviors by enabling the development of
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effective treatment interventions. The benefits of identifying differential pathways
that contribute to delinquent behavior are immeasurable for the formulation of future
treatment modalities. Understanding how the detection of these attributes can be
incorporated into correctional practice ultimately will yield more effective
correctional interventions and treatments. Thus, the identification of the contributing
role that violence attribution errors play in the predilection toward violent behavior
will enhance individual treatment options for youthful offenders. Furthermore, the
current study, alongside the findings of Daley and Onwuegbuzie (2004) and
Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008), provides evidentiary support to substantiate effective
program interventions that promote attribution retraining targeting the antecedents of
at-risk behaviors while developing more adaptive responses that may be effective in
ameliorating future attribution errors. It is hoped that further investigations build on
these three studies by creating such interventions.
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Appendix C

Example of a Vignette
It was late and Malcolm was very tired. His younger sister, Latoya, had her bedroom

next door. Latoya was not sleepy, so she decided to listen to some music. Since
Malcolm was a light sleeper, the music woke him up. Malcolm went to his sister's
room and punched her.
Who or what can be blamed for this event?
a)
b)
c)

Malcolm
Latoya
The situation (time, place, etc.)

Why did you choose this answer?
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